
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
ORANGE COUNTY 

12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
Santa Ana, CA 92701 

(714) 834-2556  FAX (714) 834-2643 
 

 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

 
Wednesday, July 12, 2006, 9:00 a.m. 

Planning Commission Hearing Room, Hall of Administration 
10 Civic Center Plaza, Santa Ana 

 
Any member of the public may request to speak on any agenda item at the time that item is being 
considered by the Commission. 

 
1.      CALL THE MEETING TO ORDER 

 
2.      PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – BY COMMISSIONER SUSAN WILSON 

 
3.      ROLL CALL 

 
4. OATHS OF OFFICE FOR COMMISSIONERS C. WILSON, S. WILSON, AND 

WITHERS  
 
5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

 
a.) May 10, 2006 – Regular Commission Meeting 
 

6.      PUBLIC COMMENT 
This is an opportunity for members of the public to address the Commission on items 
not on the agenda, provided that the subject matter is within the jurisdiction of the 
Commission and that no action may be taken on off-agenda items unless authorized 
by law. 
 

7. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
a.) Legislative Report 

The Commission will receive the quarterly report on legislation of interest to 
LAFCO. 
 

b.) Signal Landmark Reorganization to the Orange County Sanitation District 
(RO 05-60) 
The Commission will consider the annexation of approximately 71 acres of 
territory located in the unincorporated Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve to the 
Orange County Sanitation District for the extension of sewer service. 
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c.) Adoption of Updated California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines  
The Commission will consider the adoption of updated local CEQA Guidelines 
prepared by Best Best & Krieger LLP. 

 
  8.      CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING  
 

Items continued from the Commission’s March 2006 meeting: 
 
a.) Sphere of Influence Review for the City of Los Alamitos (SOI 05-31) 

The Commission will consider the sphere of influence review report for the City 
of Los Alamitos. The Commission will also consider the Negative Declaration 
prepared for this sphere of influence review in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 
 

b.) Sphere of Influence Review for the City of Seal Beach (SOI 05-32) 
The Commission will consider the sphere of influence review report for the City 
of Seal Beach. The Commission will also consider the Negative Declaration 
prepared for this sphere of influence review in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 
 

c.) Sphere of Influence Review for the Rossmoor Community Services District 
(SOI 05-33) 
The Commission will consider the sphere of influence review report for the 
Rossmoor Community Services District. The Commission will also consider the 
Negative Declaration prepared for this sphere of influence review in compliance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act. 
 

9.      PUBLIC HEARING 
 
a.) Municipal Service Review for the City of Costa Mesa (MSR 06-26) 

The Commission will consider the municipal service review report for the City of 
Costa Mesa. The Commission will also consider the Negative Declaration 
prepared for the municipal service review in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act.  
 

b.) Municipal Service Review for the City of Newport Beach (MSR 06-28) 
The Commission will consider the municipal service review for the City of 
Newport Beach. The Commission will also consider the Negative Declaration 
prepared for the municipal services review in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 
  

c.) West Santa Ana Heights Reorganization to the City of Newport Beach (RO 
06-25) 
The Commission will consider a proposal initiated by the City of Newport Beach 
to amend the city’s sphere of influence to include the community of West Santa 
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Ana Heights, which is currently contained in the City of Costa Mesa’s sphere of 
influence, and annex the territory to the City of Newport Beach. 
 

d.) Banning Ranch Sphere of Influence Amendment to the City of Costa Mesa 
(SOI 06-20) 
The Commission will consider a proposal initiated by the City of Costa Mesa to 
amend the city’s sphere of influence to include the area commonly referred to as 
Banning Ranch, which is currently contained in the City of Newport Beach’s 
sphere of influence. 
 

10.      COMMISSION DISCUSSION  
 
a.) Strategic Plan Update  

The Commission will receive a mid-year update on its 2006 Strategic Plan and 
2005-2007 Work Plan.  
 

b.) Rancho Mission Viejo Update 
The Commission will receive an oral update on future governance options for the 
Rancho Mission Viejo development. 
 

11.    COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
This is an opportunity for commissioners to comment on issues not listed on the 
agenda, provided that the subject matter is within the jurisdiction of the Commission 
and that no action may be taken on off-agenda items unless authorized by law. 
 

12.    INFORMATIONAL ITEMS & ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
a.) CALAFCO Annual Conference 2006  

The Commission will receive information on the CALAFCO Annual Conference, 
which will convene at the Westin Horton Plaza Hotel in San Diego from 
September 5 through September 7, 2006. 
 

13.    CLOSED SESSION 
 
Conference With Labor Negotiator Pursuant to Government Code Section 
54957.6 

Agency Designated Representative: Executive Officer 
Unrepresented Employees: Commission Staff 

 
14.    ADJOURNMENT 

 
NOTICE: State law requires that a participant in a LAFCO proceeding who has a financial 
interest in a decision and who has made a campaign contribution of more than $250 to any 
commissioner in the past year must disclose the contribution. If you are affected, please notify 
the Commission’s staff before the hearing. 
 
LAFCO agendas are available on the Internet at http://orange.lafco.ca.gov/agenda/index.htm. 
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7  Local Agency Formation Commission 
 

   Orange County 
 

 
 

 
 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 

LAFCO REGULAR MEETING 
Wednesday, May 10, 2006, 9:00 a.m. 

Planning Commission Hearing Room, Hall of Administration 
10 Civic Center Plaza, Santa Ana, CA 

 
(Any member of the public may request to speak on any agenda item at the time that item 
is being considered by the Commission.) 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Robert Bouer called the regular meeting of the Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCO) to order at 9:02 a.m.  
 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Commissioner Charley Wilson led the pledge of allegiance. 
  

3. ROLL CALL 
 

The following commissioners and alternates were present: 
• Commissioner Robert Bouer 
• Commissioner Bill Campbell 
• Commissioner Peter Herzog 
• Commissioner Arlene Schafer 
• Commissioner Susan Wilson 
• Commissioner Tom Wilson 
• Alternate Commissioner James Silva 
• Alternate Commissioner Charley Wilson 
 

The following LAFCO staff members were present: 
• Legal Counsel Clark Alsop 
• Executive Officer Joyce Crosthwaite 
• Assistant Executive Officer Bob Aldrich 
• Project Manager Kim Koeppen 
• Project Manager Carolyn Emery 
• Communications Analyst Danielle Ball 
• Administrative Assistant Daphne Charles 
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4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
a.) April 12, 2006 – Regular Commission Meeting 
 
MOTION: Approve minutes from April 12, 2006, as presented and 

without revision (Bill Campbell) 
SECOND: Arlene Schafer  
FOR: Robert Bouer, Bill Campbell, Peter Herzog, Arlene 

Schafer, Charley Wilson 
AGAINST: None 
ABSTAIN: Susan Wilson, Tom Wilson 
MOTION PASSED 
 

5. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

Chair Bouer requested public comments on any non-agenda item. Receiving 
no comments, he closed the public comment agenda item. 
 
Executive Officer Crosthwaite indicated that Joe Sanchez of Best, Best & 
Krieger LLP would provide an informational presentation on the laws 
pertaining to sexual harassment in the workplace during informational items 
and announcements, agenda item “10.” 
 

6. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
a.) Quarterly Budget Update 
b.) Improvement District No. 1 (IRWD ID 253) Annexation to the Orange 

County Sanitation District (DA 06-09) 
c.) Talega Annexation No. 31 to the City of San Clemente (CA 05-04) 
d.) Talega Annexation No. 36 to the City of San Clemente (CA 05-09) 
e.) Talega Annexation No. 38 to the City of San Clemente (CA 05-11) 
f.) Talega Annexation No. 39 to the City of San Clemente (CA 05-12) 
 
MOTION: Approve consent calendar (Tom Wilson) 
SECOND: Charley Wilson  
FOR: Robert Bouer, Bill Campbell, Peter Herzog, Arlene 

Schafer, Charley Wilson, Susan Wilson, Tom Wilson 
AGAINST: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
MOTION PASSED 
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7. PUBLIC HEARING 
 
a.) Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the City of 

Yorba Linda (MSR 06-21 & SOI 06-22) and Yorba Linda Water District 
(MSR 06-23 & SOI 06-24) 

b.) Adoption of Final LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2006-2007 
 

7a. Municipal Service Review and Sphere of Influence Update for the City of 
Yorba Linda (MSR 06-21 & SOI 06-22) and Yorba Linda Water District 
(MSR 06-23 & SOI 06-24) 
 
Communications Analyst Ball presented the staff report for the municipal 
service review (MSR) and sphere of influence (SOI) update for the City of 
Yorba Linda (MSR 06-21 & SOI 06-22) and Yorba Linda Water District 
(MSR 06-23 & SOI 06-24).  
 
Regarding the City of Yorba Linda, Ms. Ball said that staff did not note any 
significant issues in completing the MSR and SOI review. She recommended 
that the Commission reaffirm the city’s current sphere of influence. 
 
Regarding the Yorba Linda Water District (YLWD), Ms. Ball said that, while 
staff did not note any significant issues in completing the MSR and SOI 
review, staff was proposing modifications to the district’s sphere of influence. 
She explained that, because YLWD extends water and sewer service to many 
areas beyond its current service territory within the City of Yorba, staff 
recommended changing the district’s sphere to include all territory within the 
City of Yorba Linda’s corporate and sphere of influence boundaries, with the 
exception of an area in the southeastern corner of the city’s sphere, which 
includes territory belonging to the Chino Hills State Park. 
 
Commissioner S. Wilson complimented staff on a job well done.  
 
Executive Officer Crosthwaite added that the district’s Board of Directors was 
very impressed with the report and intends to utilize the report to educate its 
ratepayers and future Board members about the district’s operations. 
 
Chair Bouer opened the public hearing. Receiving no comments, he closed 
the public hearing. 
 
MOTION: Approve staff recommendations for the City of Yorba 

Linda, including the reaffirmation of the city’s current 
sphere of influence (Bill Campbell) 

SECOND: Charley Wilson  
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FOR: Robert Bouer, Bill Campbell, Peter Herzog, Arlene 
Schafer, Charley Wilson, Susan Wilson, Tom Wilson 

AGAINST: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
MOTION PASSED 
 
MOTION: Approve staff recommendations for the Yorba Linda 

Water District, including changes to the district’s 
current sphere of influence (Bill Campbell) 

SECOND: Charley Wilson  
FOR: Robert Bouer, Bill Campbell, Peter Herzog, Arlene 

Schafer, Charley Wilson, Susan Wilson, Tom Wilson 
AGAINST: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
MOTION PASSED 
 

7b. Adoption of Final LAFCO Budget for Fiscal Year 2006-2007 
 
Assistant Executive Officer Aldrich presented the final LAFCO budget for 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2006-2007. He explained that the proposed budget had been 
circulated to LAFCO’s funding agencies for review and comment, and staff 
received no comments. He further added that since the April LAFCO meeting, 
during which the Commission considered the proposed budget, ISDOC had 
modified its formula for dividing the LAFCO funding allocation, thereby 
ensuring a more equitable split amongst its agencies as demonstrated in the 
staff report. 
 
Responding to a question posed by Commissioner Schafer, Mr. Aldrich 
affirmed that the electronic distribution of LAFCO documentation has 
resulted in significant savings in both time and materials.  
 
Chair Bouer opened the public hearing on agenda item “7b.” Receiving no 
response, he closed the public hearing without any comments from the public. 
 
MOTION: Adopt the LAFCO final budget for FY 2006-2007 and 

related staff recommendations (Bill Campbell) 
SECOND: Tom Wilson  
FOR: Robert Bouer, Bill Campbell, Peter Herzog, Arlene 

Schafer, Charley Wilson, Susan Wilson, Tom Wilson 
AGAINST: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
MOTION PASSED 
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8. COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
 
a.) LAFCO 2006 Calendar Revision 
 

8a. LAFCO 2006 Calendar Revision  
 
Executive Officer Crosthwaite indicated that there was nothing on the docket 
for the Commission’s June meeting and said that meeting cancellation was at 
the Commission’s discretion. 
 
MOTION: Amend LAFCO 2006 calendar, canceling the meeting 

scheduled to convene June 7, 2006 (Arlene Schafer) 
SECOND: Charley Wilson  
FOR: Robert Bouer, Bill Campbell, Peter Herzog, Arlene 

Schafer, Charley Wilson, Susan Wilson, Tom Wilson 
AGAINST: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
MOTION PASSED 
 

9. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 
 
Chair Bouer opened the floor for comments. 
 
Commissioner Campbell debriefed his fellow commissioners on the latest 
discussions between the County, City of Orange, and Orange County 
Sanitation District (OCSD) re sewer service provision in unincorporated 
Orange Park Acres (OPA). He stated that former OCSD General Manager, 
Blake Anderson, had agreed to spearhead the OPA annexation, which didn’t 
occur, and now the City of Orange has refused to execute any additional out-
of-area agreements without negotiations between the city, County, and OCSD.  
 
Commissioner Campbell indicated that he had directed the County 
Executive Officer to meet with OCSD’s current General Manager, Jim Ruth, 
as well as Executive Officer Crosthwaite and officials from the city to resolve 
the issue. He expressed disappointment that the city would leverage the sewer 
issue to force the annexation of OPA to the city but said he was hopeful the 
agencies would effectively collaborate to find a solution. 
 
Receiving no additional comments, Chair Bouer closed commissioner 
comments. 
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10. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS & ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Executive Officer Crosthwaite introduced Joe Sanchez of Best, Best & 
Krieger LLP, who provided a session on the latest changes in California ethics 
laws and sexual harassment. At the conclusion of his presentation, he 
welcomed questions from the Commission and staff. 
 
Commissioner Campbell initiated a discussion of special policy provisions 
that protect the agency, including a stipulation in the policies and procedures 
that directs staff to contact the chair of the Commission’s executive committee 
if they have concerns or complaints about the Executive Officer. 
 
Mr. Sanchez stated that “avoidable consequences” is a clear defense, as an 
employer cannot intervene if it is left unaware of a situation. He said that the 
Commission has a clear policy in place that includes a process for employees 
to express grievances and concerns. 
 
Commissioner S. Wilson commented that, like child abuse allegations in an 
educational setting, an employer is obligated to investigate any claim of 
sexual harassment. Mr. Sanchez concurred, adding that the agency has an 
affirmative duty to investigate any claim made by an employee, even those 
made “off the record” or “in private.” 
 

11. CLOSED SESSION 
None 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Chair Bouer adjourned the meeting at 9:43 a.m. 

 
* * * * * 
 
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE 
Executive Officer 
Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
 
  
By:   
 Danielle M. Ball 
 Communications Analyst/Commission Clerk 
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       Agenda Item No. 7a. 
       July 12, 2006 
 
The change of seasons brought about the introduction of new legislation 
and the revival of previously introduced bills that appeared to have gone 
asleep in the earlier part of the legislative session.  During the month of 
March, Governor Schwarzenegger unveiled his “Strategic Growth Plan” 
and began campaigning his effort across the state to highlight the need to 
address the issues of education, transportation and the state’s 
infrastructure.  As summer approached our legislators began the annual 
ritual of reviewing the Governor’s proposed state budget.  As our 
lawmakers worked diligently to meet the June 15th deadline, the budget 
was adopted prior to the beginning of another fiscal year and senators 
adjourned for Summer Recess.   
 
Although this past year did not include plentiful bills of interest to 
LAFCO, there were a few bills of significance to LAFCO’s authority and 
policies.  The following report includes recommended actions for 
Commission consideration and a summary of the LAFCO-related bills. 

 
 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 
Staff recommends that the Commission take the following actions: 

 
1. Receive and file the July 12, 2006 Quarterly Legislative Report. 

 
2. Adopt positions on 2006 legislation. 
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DISCUSSION: 
Since our last legislative update to the Commission, the bills of interest to LAFCO are 
still working their way through the Legislature.  As a reminder, LAFCO-related 
proposed legislation includes non-substantive and non-controversial changes to the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000 (Omnibus Bill – AB 3074) and an effort to address 
the revenue loss to local governments created by Proposition 1A (AB 1602).  Bills for the 
following additional LAFCO issues have been added to this year’s legislative session 
since the last LAFCO quarterly legislative update: 
 

o Extension of islands annexation legislation (AB 2223) 
o Extension of LAFCO’s authority for review of services to previously unserved 

areas(AB 2259) 
o LAFCO policies as a factor in Regional Housing Needs (RHNA) Allocations (AB 

2158) 
 
 
Following is a summary of each of these bills and recommended legislative positions for 
the Commission to consider.  The full text of the bills may be reviewed at 
http://leginfo.ca.gov. 
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LAFCO Bills of Interest 
 

 AB 1602 (Laird-Santa Cruz) 
In February 2005, Assemblyman Laird introduced a bill to address the revenue 
gap that was created for cities as a result of Proposition 1A, which included the 
state-take-away of Vehicle License Fee (VLF)/Property Tax revenues from local 
governments.  More specifically, AB 1602 was seeking to eliminate the restriction 
on new cities incorporated after August 5, 2004 receiving additional allocations 
of VLF revenues for a period of seven years – known as the “VLF bump.” 
 
This bill would require that cities that are incorporated after August 5, 2004, but 
before July 1, 2009, be allocated VLF revenues in an amount determined 
pursuant to a specified formula. This bill would also require that cities that were 
incorporated before August 5, 2004, be allocated additional VLF revenues in an 
amount determined pursuant to a specified formula.  This bill would also 
establish a formula to determine, for purposes 
of these allocations, the population of a city that is incorporated after August 5, 
2004.   This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an urgency 
statute.  
 
o Status:   Transportation & Housing Committee.  
o Next Hearing Date: No hearing date set. 
o Recommendation: Support 
 

 
 AB 2158 (Evans-Santa Rosa) 

Existing law requires that at least 2 years prior to a scheduled revision of a city or 
county housing element of its general plan, each council of governments or 
delegate subregion shall develop a proposed methodology for distributing the 
existing and projected housing need to cities, counties, and cities and counties 
within the region or subregion.  The methodology includes a list of specified 
factors. 
 
This bill would add to that list the factors the adopted spheres of influence for all 
local agencies in the region and adopted policies of the Local Agency Formation 
Commission. 
 
o Status:   Transportation & Housing Committee.  
o Next Hearing Date: No hearing date set. 
o Recommendation: Support 
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 AB 2223 (Salinas-Salinas) 

Existing law requires LAFCO to approve, after notice and hearing, an annexation 
to a city of unincorporated island territory (consisting of 150 acres or less) if the 
annexation is initiated on or after January 1, 2000, and before January 1, 2007, 
and other conditions are met.  

 
This bill would delete the January 1, 2007 limitation and extend this date to 
January 1, 2014 and would make other conforming changes. 
 
Our Commission in collaboration with the County and several cities has been 
successful in annexing 27 (nearly half) of the 57 small unincorporated islands  
(150 acres or less) within Orange County.  Based on a survey prepared by 
CALAFCO in April 2006, Orange LAFCO has annexed more small islands than 
any other LAFCO in state and is at the top of the group for island annexations 
that are in process with potential for annexation in the near future.  Therefore, 
staff recommends that the Commission support AB 2223 which in passage would 
extend the islands legislation sunset date to January 2014. 
 
o Status:   Rules Committee for assignment.  
o Next Hearing Date: No hearing date set. 
o Recommendation: Support 

 
 

 AB 2259 (Salinas-Salinas) 
Existing law authorizes LAFCO until January 1, 2007 to review and approve a 
proposal that extends services into previously unserved territory within 
unincorporated areas and to review the creation of new service providers to 
extend urban type development into previously unserved territory within 
unincorporated areas to ensure that the proposed extension is consistent with the 
policies of the commission and certain policies under state law. 
 
This bill would extend the operation of the above provision to January 1, 2013. 
 
o Status:   Senate Local Government Committee.  
o Next Hearing Date: June 21, 2006 
o Recommendation: Support 
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 AB 3074 (Senate Local Government Committee) 
CALAFCO is working closely with the Senate Local Government Committee and 
legislative staff to “clean up” various areas of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act 
(CKH).  This remains an ongoing effort to make a series of technical and non-
controversial changes to correct or clarify government code specific to the CKH 
Act.   
 
o Status:   Senate Local Government Committee, 2nd Reading.  
o Next Hearing Date: June 7, 2006 
o Recommendation: Support 

 
 
The Legislature will reconvene from Summer Recess on August 7, 2006.   Your next 
quarterly legislative report will be presented at the September 13, 2006 meeting. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
_____________________________________  ______________________________ 
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE     CAROLYN EMERY 
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Agenda Item No. 7b. 
July 12, 2006 

 
 
 
TO:  Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM: Joyce Crosthwaite, Executive Officer 
  Carolyn Emery, Project Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Signal Landmark Reorganization to the Orange County 

Sanitation District (RO 05-60) 
 
 
PROPOSED ACTION: 
Annexation of the Brightwater Project Development (includes 349  
residential units) to the Orange County Sanitation District.  Annexation of 
the proposed area to OCSD would permit the District to provide sewer 
service to the territory. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 
The proposed reorganization area is generally located in the upper mesa 
area of the unincorporated Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, southeast of 
Warner Avenue, north of Pacific Coast Highway, west of Bolsa Chica 
Street and south of Los Patos Avenue (See Exhibit A).  The greater Bolsa 
Chica area encompasses approximately 1,600 acres located within 
unincorporated Orange County.   
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 
Staff recommends that the Commission take the following actions: 
 
1. Adopt the form of resolution approving the “Signal Landmark 

Reorganization to the Orange County Sanitation District” (RO 05-60) 
(Attachment B) subject to the following terms and conditions: 

 
a) Payment of Recorder and State Board of Equalization fees. 
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b) The applicant agrees to defend, hold harmless and 
indemnify LAFCO and/or its agents, officers and employees 
from any claim, action or proceeding against LAFCO and/or 
its agents, officers and employees to attack, set aside, void or  
annul the approval of LAFCO concerning this proposal or 
any action relating to or arising out of such approval. 

 
c) The effective date shall be the date of recordation. 

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background 
Orange County LAFCO began considering annexation of the Bolsa Chica Ecological 
Reserve in 1961.  The total amount of unincorporated territory within the reserve 
includes approximately 1,547 acres.  Development within the Bolsa Chica Ecological 
Reserve has been a long-standing issue and under the scrutiny of environmental 
activists.  The latest development proposal, the Brightwater Project, owned by 
Hearthside Homes, has been approved to include 349 units located in the northern 
portion of the uplands of the Bolsa Chica area.  Completion of the units is expected in 
January 2007. 
 
The Brightwater Project includes: (1) the annexation of 111 acres of undeveloped, 
unincorporated territory to the City of Huntington Beach, and (2) the annexation of 71 
acres to the Orange County Sanitation District.  At the July 12th hearing, the 
Commission will be considering only the portion of the application proposing 
annexation to OCSD.  Annexation of the proposed territory to the City of Huntington 
Beach is expected to be brought before the Commission in October/November 2006. 
 
The unincorporated Bolsa Chica area is located within the sphere of influence of the 
Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD).  OCSD provides regional wholesale 
collection and treatment of wastewater for retail public sewer agencies (e.g., Brea, 
Huntington Beach, Seal Beach, etc.).  Annexation of this area to OCSD would allow the 
district to provide sewer service to the subject territory.  Retail sewer service will be 
provided by the City of Huntington Beach.   
 
Out-of-Area Service Agreement (OASA) 
In September 2005, Signal Landmark filed an application request with LAFCO for the 
annexation of the Brightwater Project to the City of Huntington Beach and the Orange 
County Sanitation District.  In subsequent discussions, the landowner expressed the 
need for water and sewer service prior to annexation to the City in order to meet critical 
development timelines.   
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Pursuant to Government Code Section 56133, and through the approval by LAFCO, a 
city may provide new or extended services by contract or agreement outside its 
jurisdictional boundaries in anticipation of a later change of organization.  In an effort 
to facilitate a more efficient approval process for consideration of these agreements, 
your Commission delegated the authority to approve out-of-area service agreements to 
the Executive Officer.   
 
Since OCSD required that a retail sewer provider be identified prior to providing 
regional sewer service to the proposed area, LAFCO staff required that an OASA be 
entered into between the City and the landowner allowing the City to provide water 
and sewer service to the proposed development prior to annexation.  LAFCO staff 
further asked that a timeline for annexation of the area to the City be established.  On 
June 5, 2006, the City Council of Huntington Beach approved an agreement to provide 
retail sewer and water services to the proposed area.  A copy of the executed OASA for 
the proposed annexation is included in this report as Attachment A.      
 
Existing/Future Land Use 
The proposed territory is currently designated by the County of Orange General Plan as 
Suburban Residential.  Existing land uses that surround the proposed area include 
Suburban Residential and the greater Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve, which is currently 
designated by the County of Orange General Plan as Suburban Residential and Open 
Space Reserve.   

 
Prior to LAFCO consideration of annexation of the proposed area to the City of 
Huntington Beach, the City is required to adopt pre-zoning for the area indicating land 
use designation(s) and subsequent amendment of General Plan to include the subject 
territory.     

 
Environmental Review 
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the County of Orange certified 
Final Environmental Impact Report 551 addressing proposed annexation of the project 
territory to the Orange County Sanitation District.  As a responsible agency, your 
Commission is responsible for certifying that the information contained within the EIR 
prepared by the County of Orange has been reviewed and considered. 
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Property Tax Exchange Agreement 
No property tax exchange will occur as a result of the district annexation pursuant to 
the Master Property Tax Agreement adopted by the Board of Supervisors for enterprise 
special district reorganization proposals. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
             
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE     CAROLYN EMERY 
 
 
Exhibit A: Vicinity Map 
 
Attachments: A. Out-of-Area Service Agreement (OASA)  

B. LAFCO Resolution 
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RO 05-60 

RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING THE  

SIGNAL LANDMARK REORGANIZATION TO THE  

ORANGE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT  

 

July 12, 2006 
 

 On motion of Commissioner _______, duly seconded and carried, the following 

resolution was adopted: 

 WHEREAS, the proposed annexation to the Orange County Sanitation District, 

designated as “Signal Landmark Reorganization to the Orange County Sanitation District” (RO 

05-60), was heretofore filed with and accepted for filing on July 5, 2006 by the Executive Officer 

of this Local Agency Formation Commission pursuant to Title 5, Division 3, commencing with 

Section 56000 et seq. of the Government Code; and 

 WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56658 set  

July 12, 2006 as the hearing date of this proposal; and 

 WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56665 has 

reviewed this proposal and prepared a report including her recommendation thereon, and has 

furnished a copy of this report to each person entitled to a copy; and 

 WHEREAS, this Commission on July 12, 2006 considered the proposal and the report of 

the Executive Officer, and considered the factors determined by the Commission to be relevant 

to this proposal, including, but not limited to, factors specified in Government Code Section 

56668; and 

 WHEREAS, this Commission called for and held a public hearing on the proposal on 

July 12, 2006, and at the hearing, this Commission heard and received all oral and written 

protests, objections and evidence which were made, presented or filed, and all persons present 
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were given an opportunity to hear and be heard with respect to this proposal and the report of the 

Executive Officer; and 

 WHEREAS, information satisfactory to this Commission has been presented that all the 

owners of land within the proposed territory have given their written consent to the annexation; 

and 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, the project is 

categorically exempt pursuant to Section 15319 of the State CEQA Guidelines.   

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of 

Orange DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE and ORDER as follows: 

 

 Section 1. The proposal is approved subject to the following terms and conditions: 

1) Payment by the applicant of Recorder and State Board of Equalization 

fees. 

2) The applicant agrees to defend, hold harmless and indemnify LAFCO 

and/or its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action or 

proceeding against LAFCO and/or its agents, officers and employees to 

attack, set aside, void, or annul the approval of LAFCO concerning this 

proposal or any action relating to, or arising out, of such approval. 

3) The effective date shall be the date of recordation. 

Section 2. The annexing area is found to be uninhabited, is within unincorporated 

Orange County, and is assigned the following distinctive short-form 

designation: “Signal Landmark Reorganization to the Orange County 

Sanitation District” (RO 05-60) 

Section 3. The Commission authorizes that protest proceedings be waived in 

accordance with Government Code Section 56663(c). 

Section 4. The Executive Officer is hereby authorized and directed to mail copies of 

this resolution as provided in Section 56882 of the Government Code. 

 

AYES: ______ 

NOES:  ______ 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

 

 I, ROBERT BOUER, Chair of the Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange 

County, California, hereby certify that the above and foregoing resolution was duly and regularly 

adopted by said Commission at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 12th day of July, 2006. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 12th day of July, 2006. 

 
      ROBERT BOUER 
      Chair of the Orange County 
      Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
 
 
      By: ________________________________ 

Robert Bouer 
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July 12, 2006 
 
 
TO:  Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM: Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: 2006 Update to Local Guidelines for Implementing CEQA 
 
On August 10 2005, the Commission adopted Local Guidelines for 
Implementing the California Environmental Quality Act in accordance with 
Section 21082 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Each 
year the Guidelines are updated to reflect changes enacted by the 
Legislature.   In 2005-2006 only two bills related to CEQA were signed by 
the Governor.   One bill (AB 1170) provided a narrow exemption from 
CEQA for seismic retrofit work in San Francisco and the other (SB 648) 
made changes in how the public review is calculated.  All other CEQA 
related bills failed to pass. 
 
Due to its length, the updated 2006 CEQA Guidelines have not been 
attached to this staff report but they are available on the Orange County 
LAFCO website and can be sent to Commissioners as requested.  A 
memorandum prepared by LAFCO counsel, Best Best & Krieger LLP, 
summarizing the relevant 2005 case law is also available and can be sent 
to Commissioners if requested. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Commission: 
 
1. Adopt the attached resolution adopting “Local Guidelines for 

Implementing the California Environmental Quality Act (2006).” 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
      
Joyce Crosthwaite 
 
Attachments: 
1. Resolution 
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___________  
 

RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

 AMENDING AND ADOPTING LOCAL GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTING THE 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

(PUB. RESOURCES CODE §§ 21000 ET SEQ.) 

 
July 12, 2006 

On motion of Commissioner ___________, duly seconded and carried, the following 

resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the California Legislature has amended the California Environmental 

Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Pub. Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines 

(Cal. Code of Regs, tit. 14, §§ 15000 et seq.) and the California courts have interpreted specific 

provisions of CEQA; 

WHEREAS, Section 21082 of CEQA requires all public agencies to adopt objectives, 

criteria and procedures for the evaluation of public and private projects undertaken or approved 

by such public agencies, and the preparation, if required, of environmental impact reports and 

negative declarations in connection with that evaluation; and 

WHEREAS, the Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission (“Commission”)  

must revise its local guidelines for implementing CEQA to make them consistent with the 

current provisions and interpretations of CEQA; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 

(“Commission”) does hereby resolve as follows: 

Section 1. The Commission hereby adopts “Local Guidelines for Implementing the 

California Environmental Quality Act (2006 Revision),” a copy of which 

is on file at the offices of the Commission and is available for inspection 

by the public. 
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Section 2. All prior actions of the Commission enacting earlier guidelines are hereby 

repealed. 

 

AYES: _______ 

NOES:  _______ 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

) SS. 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

 

 I, ROBERT BOUER, Chair of the Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange 

County, California, hereby certify that the above and foregoing resolution was duly and regularly 

adopted by said Commission at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 12th day of July, 2006. 

 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 12th day of July, 2006. 

 
ROBERT BOUER 
Chair of the Orange County 
Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
 
 
        
  Robert Bouer 
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July 12, 2006 
 
 
TO:  Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM: Executive Officer 
  Assistant Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Sphere of Influence Updates for: 
 
  Rossmoor Community Services District (SOI 05-33) 
  City of Seal Beach (SOI 05-32) 

City of Los Alamitos (SOI 05-31) 
     
 
BACKGROUND 
The subject sphere of influence updates were originally scheduled for 
Commission consideration on September 14, 2005, but were continued for 
a period of six months pending completion of the Huntington Beach 
Municipal Service Review (MSR).  At the March 8, 2005 hearing, the 
sphere updates were again continued to allow for the Rossmoor Planning 
Committee to complete a study of governance options for the 
unincorporated Rossmoor community. 
 
ANALYSIS 
Staff’s analysis and recommendations regarding all three agency spheres 
remain unchanged from the previous hearing.  Attached to this report are 
copies of the March 8, 2005 staff reports which provide a detailed analysis 
of each of the subject agencies (Attachments 1, 2 and 3).   Our findings and 
recommendations are summarized below: 
 
Rossmoor Community Services District Sphere of Influence 
The Rossmoor Community Services District (CSD) provides street lighting 
and sweeping, parks and recreation services, median landscaping and 
park tree maintenance to the 985-acre unincorporated community of 
Rossmoor.  The community is largely built-out (current population is 
11,642) and only limited growth is anticipated.  The Rossmoor CSD sphere 
of influence was reviewed by LAFCO once previously in July 1989.  At 
that time the Commission designated a sphere of influence coterminous 
with the District’s existing boundaries.  Staff’s recommendation is the 
reaffirm the District’s existing sphere of influence. 
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City of Seal Beach Sphere of Influence 
The City of Seal Beach, incorporated in 1915, has a current population of 27,210 
residents.  The City is bordered to the north by the unincorporated community of 
Rossmoor and to the south by the unincorporated community of Sunset Beach.  
Largely built-out, the Center for Demographic Research at California State 
University, Fullerton, projects an increase of 2,043 residents within Seal Beach by 
year 2020. 
 
The City’s sphere of influence was originally adopted in 1974.  In July 1976, 
LAFCO approved an updated sphere of influence to reflect an 818-acre 
annexation which was approved earlier that year.  Subsequent sphere of 
influence reviews in 1983 and 1989 reaffirmed a coterminous sphere for the City 
of Seal Beach. 
 
The Rossmoor Planning Committee included annexation to the City of Seal 
Beach as one of four potential governance options evaluated in their June 8, 2006 
Rossmoor Governance Options report (see Attachment 4).  An independent peer 
review of the Rossmoor report concluded that annexation of Rossmoor to either 
the City of Seal Beach or the City of Los Alamitos is financially feasible (see 
Attachment 5).  The City of Seal Beach has voiced strong opposition to including 
Rossmoor within their City’s sphere.  Staff recommends that Rossmoor not be 
included in the City of Seal Beach sphere and that the City’s current sphere of 
influence be reaffirmed. 
 
City of Los Alamitos 
The City of Los Alamitos is bordered to the south by the City of Seal Beach, to 
the north by the City of Cypress, and to the east by the Cities of Garden Grove 
and Cypress.  The City of Los Alamitos surrounds the unincorporated 
community of Rossmoor on three sides.  Incorporated in 1960, the City is largely 
built-out and has a population of approximately 12,340 residents.  The City is 
expected to grow to 13,490 by the year 2020. 
 
The City of Los Alamitos sphere of influence was initially adopted in 1974 as 
coterminous with existing City boundaries.  In subsequent sphere reviews in 
1981 and 1989, LAFCO again reaffirmed the City’s sphere of influence as 
coterminous with the City’s existing jurisdictional boundaries.  The City virtually 
surrounds the unincorporated community of Rossmoor on the north, east and 
west with primary access to Rossmoor through the City of Los Alamitos from 
either Seal Beach Boulevard/Los Alamitos Boulevard or Katella Avenue.  Both 
the City of Los Alamitos and Rossmoor share water and sewer providers and are 
located in the same school district.  Staff recommends that the City of Los 
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Alamitos sphere of influence be amended to include the unincorporated 
Rossmoor community. 
 
CEQA 
LAFCO is the lead agency under CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) 
for sphere of influence reviews.  Staff completed initial studies for each project, 
and it was determined that adoption of the sphere of influence for the Rossmoor 
Community Services District, the City of Seal Beach and the City of Los Alamitos 
would not have a significant effect upon the environment as determined by 
CEQA.  Accordingly, Draft Negative Declarations were prepared and noticed in 
accordance with existing guidelines for implementing CEQA.  No comments on 
the Draft Negative Declarations have been received. 
 
COMMENT LETTER 
The City of Seal Beach submitted a June 26, 2006 comment letter (Attachment 6) 
expressing support for a sphere of influence coterminous with the existing City 
of Seal Beach jurisdictional boundary. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff recommends that the Commission take the following actions.  (Adopting 
resolutions from previous staff reports will be updated with the current date 
should the Commission take action at today’s meeting.) 
  
Rossmoor Community Services District (Attachment 1) 

1. Adopt the Negative Declaration prepared for the proposed sphere of 
influence update. 

2. Adopt the Statement of Determinations as required by Government Code 
Section 56425. 

3. Adopt the resolution reaffirming the existing Rossmoor Community 
Services District sphere of influence. 

 
City of Seal Beach (Attachment 2) 

1. Adopt the Negative Declaration prepared for the proposed sphere of 
influence update. 

2. Adopt the Statement of Determinations as required by Government Code 
Section 56425.  

3. Adopt the resolution reaffirming the existing Rossmoor Community 
Services District sphere of influence. 

 
City of Los Alamitos (Attachment 3) 

1. Adopt the Negative Declaration prepared for the proposed sphere of 
influence update. 
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2. Adopt the Statement of Determinations as required by Government Code 
Section 56425. 

3. Adopt the resolution amending the City of Los Alamitos sphere of 
influence to include the unincorporated community of Rossmoor within 
the City’s sphere. 

4. Direct LAFCO staff to coordinate efforts with Orange County, Los 
Angeles County, Los Angeles County LAFCO and the City of Long Beach 
to resolve the Stansbury Park boundary issue. 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
________________________    ________________________ 
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE     BOB ALDRICH 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
1. Rossmoor Community Services District SOI Staff Report – March 8, 2006 
2. City of Seal Beach SOI Staff Report – March 8, 2006 
3. City of Los Alamitos SOI Staff Report – March 8, 2006 
4. Rossmoor Planning Committee Governance Options Report 
5. GST Consulting Peer Review Report 
6. Comment Letter – City of Seal Beach (June 26, 2006) 
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March 8, 2006 
 
 
TO:   Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Executive Officer 
   Assistant Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Rossmoor Community Services District Sphere of 

Influence Update (SOI 05-33) 
 
INTRODUCTION 
In 1997, the State Legislature convened a special commission to study and 
make recommendations to address California’s rapidly accelerating 
growth.  The Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century 
focused their energies on ways to empower the already existing LAFCOs 
originally established in 1963.  The Commission’s final report, Growth 
within Bounds, recommended various changes to local land use laws and 
LAFCO statutes.  Many of these changes were incorporated into the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Reorganization Act of 2000 that provided 
LAFCO with new responsibilities. 
 
One of the major new responsibilities of LAFCO is to conduct 
comprehensive, regional studies of municipal services (Municipal Service 
Reviews or MSRs) every five years in conjunction with reviews of city and 
district spheres of influence (Government Code Sections 56425 and 56530).  
Spheres of Influence (SOIs) are boundaries, determined by LAFCO, which 
define the ultimate service area for cities and special districts.  An MSR 
was prepared for the Rossmoor Community Services District in March 
2005.  This report addresses the required SOI update for the District. 
 
BACKGROUND 
Rossmoor is an unincorporated County island comprising approximately 
985 acres located between the Cities of Los Alamitos and Seal Beach in 
northwest Orange County (see Exhibit A – Location Map).  One of the area’s 
first “planned communities,” Rossmoor is almost entirely residential.    
Almost all of the single-family detached homes were built during the 
1950s.   
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The community consists almost exclusively of ranch style homes on tree-lined 
streets.  A red brick “signature wall” surrounds the community, although the 
community is not gated.  The current population in Rossmoor, according to the 
Center for Demographic Research at California State University, Fullerton, is 
approximately 10,560.  The community is built-out and only limited growth is 
anticipated; population projections indicate a population of 11,467 residing 
within Rossmoor in year 2020. 
 
Over the years, beginning in 1974, the fate of Rossmoor has been the focus of 
considerable debate before LAFCO.  LAFCO files indicate that Rossmoor has 
been the subject of several annexation attempts by the City of Los Alamitos, and 
one attempt at incorporation as a separate city.  Each annexation and 
incorporation attempt failed after an election.  Rossmoor, along with Sunset 
Beach, remain two of the last unincorporated islands in Orange County that are 
not within a designated city sphere of influence. 
 
Rossmoor County Service Area No. 21 
Prior to 1985, Rossmoor received most of its services from the County of Orange 
(County Service Area No. 21), with the exception of water and sewer service.  
The Southern California Water Company (So Cal Water), a private water 
purveyor, provides water to the Rossmoor community, and the Rossmoor/Los 
Alamitos Area Sewer District provides sewer service.  In February 1985, due to 
budget constraints, the Orange County Board of Supervisors adopted a policy 
that Special Augmentation Funds would no longer be allocated to County 
Service Areas. 
 
The Rossmoor Homeowners Association requested that County Service Area No. 
21 be reorganized as the Rossmoor Community Services District in order to 
provide and finance certain services.  The Rossmoor Community Services 
District (CSD) was officially formed on November 24, 1986 as a result of Orange 
County District Reorganization No. 66, which included the dissolution of the 
Rossmoor County Service Area No. 21.  The CSD provides street lighting and 
sweeping, parks and recreation, median landscaping and park tree maintenance, 
and maintenance of the community’s perimeter wall.   
 
Previous SOI Determinations for the Rossmoor Community Services District 
The Rossmoor Community Services District sphere of influence was reviewed in 
July 1989.  At that time, the Commission designated a sphere of influence  
 



 
March 8, 2006 
RE:  Rossmoor Community Services Districts SOI 
Page 3  

 

 
 
coterminous with the District’s existing boundaries (see Exhibit B – Existing Sphere 
of Influence Map). 
 
ANALYSIS 
In determining a sphere of influence for an agency, Government Code 56425 
requires LAFCO to consider each of the following factors: 
 

• The present and planned land uses in the area 
• The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area 
• The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services 

that the agency provides or is authorized to provide 
• The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area 

if the commission determines they are relevant to the agency 
 

Each of these factors is evaluated below for your Commission’s consideration. 
 
Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area 
The Rossmoor Community Services District serves the unincorporated 
community of Rossmoor exclusively.  Rossmoor is fully developed, with 97 
percent of the land devoted to residential use.  The Center for Demographic 
Research at California State University, Fullerton, projects that the existing 
Rossmoor population of 10,560 will increase to 11,467 in year 2020.  Some of this 
growth may be the result of the ongoing remodeling and expansion of many of 
the original 1950s era homes in Rossmoor to accommodate larger and/or 
extended families. 
  
Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
The community of Rossmoor is built-out.  The current population is 10,560 and is 
projected to be 11,467 by year 2020.  With such limited growth, the extension of 
existing infrastructure and services currently provided by the CSD is expected to 
be minimal.   
 
Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services 
In the March 2005 Municipal Service Review (MSR) report, no significant 
infrastructure or service constraints were identified.   
 
Social and Economic Communities of Interest 
The unincorporated community of Rossmoor is bordered by both the City of Los 
Alamitos and the City of Seal Beach.  The City of Los Alamitos borders Rossmoor  
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on the north, east and west.  Rossmoor is largely separated from the majority of 
Seal Beach by the San Diego (405) freeway.  However, there are residential uses  
and three shopping centers, near the intersection of Rossmoor Center Drive and 
Seal Beach Boulevard, that are located within the City of Seal  
Beach and are immediately adjacent to the southeast portion the Rossmoor 
community.  Annexation of this territory by the City of Seal Beach, which  
occurred in 1966, remains a sensitive issue for many Rossmoor residents.  
 
Rossmoor has traditionally maintained a separate identity from its surrounding 
cities.  Rossmoor’s perimeter “signature” wall and the formation of a 
Community Services District to provide local services to Rossmoor residents 
reflect Rossmoor’s independence. 
 
Both the City of Los Alamitos and Rossmoor receive water and sewer service 
through the same agencies, Southern California Water Company and 
Rossmoor/Los Alamitos Area Sewer District, respectively.   
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Staff recommends reaffirmation of the existing coterminous sphere of influence 
for the Rossmoor CSD. 
 
Other Options Not Precluded 
As indicated in the March 2005 Municipal Service Review (MSR) for this area, 
many of the service providers in the Los Alamitos/Seal Beach/Rossmoor/Sunset 
Beach area are under significant fiscal stress.   Collectively, the area is served by a 
multiplicity of service providers, including among others, four police agencies, 
three water agencies, three sewer districts, two animal control agencies and four 
agencies providing park and recreation services.   
 
In the months following the MSR, residents and agencies have started to explore 
a variety of long-term governance options for their communities.  Reaffirming a 
coterminous sphere of influence for the Rossmoor Community Services District 
does not preclude implementation of any future alternative.  Spheres can be 
changed and, in fact, are required by state law to be reviewed at least once every 
five years to evaluate whether new circumstances warrant a sphere change.  
 
CEQA 
LAFCO is the lead agency under CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) 
for sphere of influence reviews.  Staff completed an initial study, and it was 
determined that adoption of the sphere of influence for the Rossmoor 
Community Services District would not have a significant effect on the  



 
March 8, 2006 
RE:  Rossmoor Community Services Districts SOI 
Page 5  

 

 
environment as determined by CEQA.  Accordingly, a Draft Negative 
Declaration was prepared and noticed in accordance with existing guidelines for  
implementing CEQA.  No comments on the Draft Negative Declaration have 
been received.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Commission take the following actions: 
 
1. Adopt the Negative Declaration (Attachment 1) prepared for the proposed 

sphere of influence update. 
2. Adopt the Statement of Determinations as required by Government Code 

Section 56425 (Attachment 2) 
3. Adopt the resolution (Attachment 3) reaffirming the existing Rossmoor 

Community Services District sphere of influence as shown on Exhibit B. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
_________________________    ________________________ 
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE     BOB ALDRICH 
 
 
 
Exhibits: 
 
A. Location Map 
B. Rossmoor CSD Sphere of Influence Map 
 
Attachments: 
 
1. Draft Negative Declaration 
2. Statement of Determinations 
3. Adopting Resolution 
 
Comment Letters 
 
 
 
 



EXHIBIT A – Location Map 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

 
1. Project Title:    Rossmoor Community Services District Sphere of Influence 
     Update 
 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

     Orange County LAFCO 
     12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
     Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Bob Aldrich, Assistant Executive Officer, (714) 834-2556 
 
4.    Project Location: The Rossmoor Community Services District serves the unincorporated community 

of Rossmoor.  Rossmoor is located in northwest Orange County, and is bordered  
to the north, east and west by the City of Los Alamitos.  The City of Long Beach is 
located to the west, and the City of Seal Beach to the south.   

 
5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address:  

     Orange County LAFCO 
     12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
     Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 
6. General Plan Designation:  Suburban Residential  
 
7.    Zoning:    Single and Multi-family Residential, Open Space 
 
 
8. Description of Project:  (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases 

of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation.  
Attach additional sheet(s) if necessary.) 

 
Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15074, the Commission will review and 
consider the adoption of a negative declaration relating to the proposed update of the Rossmoor 
Community Services District’s sphere of influence. The proposed sphere of influence boundary for 
the Rossmoor Community Services District is coterminous with the existing district boundary.  The 
negative declaration confirms the findings of the associated initial study that the proposed project (the 
Rossmoor Community Services District sphere of influence update) will not have a significant effect 
on the environment.  
 
In accordance with Government Code Section 56425 and the LAFCO Sphere of Influence Policy, 
LAFCO is required to review an agency’s sphere of influence every five years in conjunction with 
conducting municipal service reviews.  LAFCO is required to establish a sphere of influence to 
identify probable future boundaries and service areas of all cities and special districts. 
 
LAFCO is recommending that the Rossmoor Community Services District sphere of influence be 
reaffirmed as conterminous with the district’s current boundary. 

 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:   

The Rossmoor Community Services District serves the built-out, residential community of Rossmoor.  
One of the area’s first “planned communities,” Rossmoor was almost entirely built during the 1950’s.  
The majority of the homes are single family detached.  The surrounding Cities of Seal Beach and Los 
Alamitos are also largely built-out.  There are two federal defense facilities located nearby – the 
United States Naval Weapons Station located in Seal Beach and the Joint Forces Training Center in 
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the City of Los Alamitos.  The Naval Weapons Station is 5,256 acres in size and is nearly twice the 
size of the remaining portion of Seal Beach.  Rossmoor and its surrounding areas are largely 
urbanized and offer only limited growth potential, unless one or both of the federal defense facilities 
are closed in the future.  Neither facility is currently listed for realignment or closure by the Federal 
Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC). 
 

 
 
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation 

agreement): 
None 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
∼ Aesthetics 
 
∼ Biological Resources 
 
∼ Hazards & Hazardous 

Materials 
 
∼ Mineral Resources 
 
∼ Public Services 
 
∼ Utilities / Service Systems 

 
∼ Agriculture Resources 
 
∼ Cultural Resources 
 
∼ Hydrology / Water Quality 
 
∼ Noise 
 
∼ Recreation 
 
∼ Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

 
∼ Air Quality 
 
∼ Geology / Soils 
 
∼ Land Use / Planning 
 
∼ Population / Housing 
 
∼ Transportation / Traffic 

 
DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency): 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
∼ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to 
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
∼ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
∼ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant  or “potentially significant unless 

mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
∼ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 

all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant 



ATTACHMENT 1 

COMM/RVPUB/2000/602297  Page 3 of 17 Initial Study 
 

to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that 
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
                                                                                       February 6, 2005 
Signature       Date 
      Joyce Crosthwaite, Executive Officer   Orange County LAFCO 
Printed Name       For 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
The following is the environmental checklist form presented in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The 
checklist form is used to describe the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project with 
respect to 17 factors prescribed for consideration. For this checklist, the following four designations are 
used:  

• Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that could be significant, and for which no mitigation 
has been identified. If any potentially significant impacts are identified, an EIR must be prepared.  

• Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: An impact that requires mitigation to 
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  

• Less-Than-Significant Impact: Any impact that would not be considered significant under CEQA 
relative to existing standards.  

• No Impact: The project would not have any impact.  
 

 
Issues:  

 
Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

I.  AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, tress, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
aesthetics of the project area. This includes not 
adversely affecting scenic vistas, damaging scenic 
resources, degrading visual character, or creating 
new sources of light. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation 
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland.  Would the project: 
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural 
use? 

 
Discussion: The proposed project will not cause any 
specific new developments to be undertaken and 
will not result in any significant direct or 
cumulative impacts on the agricultural resources of 
the project area. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

III.  AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations.  
Would the project: 

 

    

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

d) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the air 
quality within the project area. This includes not 
violating air quality standards or creating 
objectionable odors. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

e) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

 
Discussion: The proposed project will not cause 
any specific new developments to be built. The 
project will not result in any significant direct or 
cumulative impacts on the biological resources of 
the project area and this includes adversely 
affecting endangered, threatened, or rare species 
and their habitat. 
 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in § 
15064.5? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to § 15064.5? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
cultural resources of the project area.  
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:     

a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or 
death involving: 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

iv)  Landslides? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

 
Discussion: The sphere of influence update will 
not result in any significant direct or cumulative 
impacts on the geology or soils of the project area 
including contributing to soil erosion or exposing 
individuals or structures to loss, such as injury or 
death, resulting from earthquakes or landslides 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  
Would the project: 

    

a)   Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

b)   Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)   Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)   Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)   For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)   For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g)   Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

h)   Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

 
Discussion:  Updating the agency’s sphere of 
influence will not result in any significant direct 
or cumulative impacts with respect to creating 
hazards or hazardous materials within the project 
area. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would 
the project: 
 

    

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

     

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm 
water drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

i)   Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

j)   Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 

Discussion: Adoption of an updated sphere of 
influence for the Rossmoor Community Services 
District will not result in a depletion of groundwater 
supplies, alteration of existing drainage patterns, 
creation of runoff water, exposure of people to a 
significant risk of flooding nor will it result in a net 
deficit in aquifer volume.   
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:     

a)  Physically divide an established community? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not  limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

 
Discussion:  Land use planning for the 
unincorporated community of Rossmoor is the 
responsibility of the County of Orange. 
Reaffirming the Rossmoor Community Services 
District’s sphere of influence will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts with 
respect to land use planning within the project 
area.   
 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

X.MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and 
the residents of the state? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or 
other land use plan? 

 
Discussion:. The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
mineral resources of the project area. This 
includes not incurring the loss of known valuable 
mineral resources. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XI.  NOISE.  Would the project result in: 
 

    

a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on noise 
levels within the project area. This includes not 
exposing individuals to excess ground borne 
vibrations or substantially increasing ambient 
noises, whether temporary, periodical, or 
permanent. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of road or other infrastructure)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼   

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

b) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 
Discussion: The community of Rossmoor is built-out.  
Adoption of an updated sphere of influence, which is 
conterminous with the District’s existing boundary, 
will not result in direct and substantial population 
growth.   

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

XIII.  PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project:     

a)  Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

 

     

 Fire protection? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

 Police protection? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

 Schools? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

 Parks? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

 Other public facilities? 
 
Discussion: The Rossmoor Community Services 
District provides street sweeping, median 
landscaping, street sweeping, parkway tree 
maintenance and perimeter wall maintenance for the 
Rossmoor community residents.  The proposed 
sphere of influence update, which reconfirms the 
District’s exiting sphere, will have no impact on the 
ability of the Rossmoor Community Services District 
to serve existing customers. 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XIV.  RECREATION.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)   Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)   Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on 
recreational services within the project area 
including increasing the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XV.  TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

b)  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts relating to 
transportation or circulation within the project 
area. This includes not causing an increase in 
street or air traffic patterns, creating inadequate 
emergency access or parking capacity, or 
conflicting with adopted transportation policies. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would 
the project: 

 

    

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼   

c)   Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

d)   Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼   

e)   Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)   Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g)   Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant, direct or cumulative impacts on the 
provision of water or sewer service within the 
project area.  

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

    

a)  Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat or a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current project, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
Discussion: The project would not result in 
any significant direct or cumulative impacts 
relating to mandatory findings of significance 
within the project area. This includes not 
degrading the quality of the environment or 
causing substantial adverse effects on 
individuals, whether directly or indirectly. 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Statement of Determinations 
Rossmoor Community Services District Sphere of Influence 

 
 Present and Planned Land uses for the Area 

The Rossmoor Community Services District serves the unincorporated 
community of Rossmoor exclusively.  Rossmoor is fully developed, with 
97 percent of the land devoted to residential use.  The Center for 
Demographic Research at California State University, Fullerton, projects 
that the existing Rossmoor population of 10,560 will increase to 11,467 in 
year 2020.  Some of this growth may be the result of the 
remodeling/expansion of many of the original 1950s era homes in 
Rossmoor to accommodate larger and/or extended families. 

  
Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
The community of Rossmoor is built-out.  The current population is 10,560 
and is projected to be 11,467 by year 2020.  With such limited growth, the 
extension of infrastructure and services is expected to be minimal. 
 
Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services 
In the March 2005 Municipal Service Review (MSR) report, no significant 
infrastructure or service constraints were identified.   
 
Social and Economic Communities of Interest 
The unincorporated community of Rossmoor is bordered by both the City 
of Los Alamitos and the City of Seal Beach.  The City of Los Alamitos 
borders Rossmoor on the north, east and west.  Rossmoor is largely 
separated from the majority of Seal Beach by the San Diego (405) freeway.  
However, there are residential uses and three shopping centers, near the 
intersection of Rossmoor Center Drive and Seal Beach Boulevard, that are 
located within the City of Seal Beach and are immediately adjacent to the 
southeast portion the Rossmoor community.   Rossmoor’s perimeter 
“signature” wall and the formation of a Community Services District to 
provide local services to Rossmoor residents reflect Rossmoor’s 
independence. 
 
Both the City of Los Alamitos and Rossmoor receive water and sewer 
service through the same agencies, Southern California Water Company 
and Rossmoor/Los Alamitos Area Sewer District, respectively.   
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SOI 05-34 

RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING A  

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR  

THE CITY OF LOS ALAMITOS 

March 8, 2006 
 

 On motion of Commissioner ________, duly seconded and carried, the following 

resolution was adopted: 

 WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56425 requires that a Local Agency 

Formation Commission (“LAFCO”) adopt Spheres of Influence for all agencies in its jurisdiction 

and to update those spheres every five years; and 

WHEREAS, the Sphere of Influence is the primary planning tool for LAFCO and defines 

the probable physical boundaries and service area of a local agency as determined by LAFCO; 

and 

WHEREAS, proceedings for adoption, update and amendment of a Sphere of Influence 

are governed by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act, Section 

56000 et seq. of the Government Code; and 

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56430 requires that in order to prepare 

and to update Spheres of Influence the Commission shall conduct Municipal Service Reviews 

prior to or in conjunction with action to update or adopt a sphere of influence; and  

WHEREAS, April 13, 2005, after public hearings, Orange County LAFCO adopted 

Resolution MSR 03-28 approving the Los Alamitos/Seal Beach/Rossmoor/Sunset Beach 

Municipal Service Review and adopting the written determinations contained therein; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56427, set 

September 14, 2005 as the hearing date on this Sphere of Influence review proposal and gave the 

required notice of public hearing; and 

 



ATTACHMENT 3 

Resolution SOI 05-34  Page 2 of 4 

WHEREAS, on September 14, 2005, Orange County LAFCO continued consideration of 

the Sunset Beach Sanitary District for a period of six months to allow completion of the City of 

Huntington Beach Municipal Service Review; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56427, set 

March 8, 2006 as the hearing date on this Sphere of Influence Review and gave the required 

notice of public hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56428, has 

reviewed this proposal and prepared a report, including her recommendations thereon, and has 

furnished a copy of this report to each person entitled to a copy; and 

WHEREAS, the proposal consists of the designation of a sphere of influence for the 

Sunset Beach Sanitary District; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission called for and held a public hearing on the proposal on 

March 8, 2006, and at the hearing this Commission heard and received all oral and written 

protests, objections and evidence which were made, presented or filed, and all persons present 

were given an opportunity to hear and be heard with respect to this proposal and the report of the 

Executive Officer; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission considered the factors determined by the Commission to 

be relevant to this proposal, including, but not limited to, factors specified in Government Code 

Section 56841; and 

 WHEREAS, LAFCO, as the lead agency under CEQA (California Environmental Quality 

Act) for sphere of influence reviews, completed an initial study and determined that adoption of 

the sphere of influence for the City of Los Alamitos would not have a significant effect on the 

environment as defined in CEQA.   

  

NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of 

Orange DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER as follows: 

 

Section 1. Environmental Action: 

a) LAFCO, as the lead agency, has determined that adoption of the sphere of 

influence for the City of Los Alamitos would not have a significant effect 
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on the environment as defined in CEQA. The Commission has therefore 

adopted a Negative Declaration for the sphere of influence review. 

b) The Executive Officer is instructed to file the Negative Declaration with 

the County Clerk in accordance with CEQA. 

Section 2. Determinations 

a) The Commission has adopted an updated sphere of influence for the City 

of Los Alamitos which includes the unincorporated community of 

Rossmoor.  

b) The Commission has adopted the accompanying Statement of 

Determinations, shown as “Exhibit A.” 

c) The Commission has determined that the City of Los Alamitos has 

sufficient resources and facilities to provide service within its current 

sphere area.  

Section 3. This sphere review is assigned the following distinctive short-form 

designation: “Sphere of Influence Study for the City of Los Alamitos (SOI 

05-31). 

Section 4. The Executive Officer is hereby authorized and directed to mail copies of 

this resolution as provided in Section 56882 of the Government Code. 

 

AYES:  

NOES:   

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

 

 

 I, BOB BOUER, Chair of the Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange County, 

California, hereby certify that the above and foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted 

by said Commission at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 8th day of March, 2006. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 8th day of March, 2006. 
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      BOB BOUER 
      Chair of the Orange County 
      Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
 
 
      By: ________________________________ 

Bob Bouer 
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March 8, 2006 
 
 
TO:   Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Executive Officer 
   Assistant Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: City of Seal Beach Sphere of Influence Update (SOI 

05-32) 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
Originally scheduled for Commission consideration on September 14, 2005, the 
City of Seal Beach sphere of influence update was continued for a period of six 
months pending completion of the City of Huntington Beach Municipal Service 
Review (MSR). 
 
INTRODUCTION 
In 1997, the State Legislature convened a special commission to study and 
make recommendations to address California’s rapidly accelerating 
growth.  The Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century 
focused their energies on ways to empower the already existing LAFCOs 
originally established in 1963.  The Commission’s final report, Growth 
within Bounds, recommended various changes to local land use laws and 
LAFCO statutes.  Many of these changes were incorporated into the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Reorganization Act of 2000 that provided 
LAFCO with new responsibilities. 
 
One of the major new responsibilities of LAFCO is to conduct 
comprehensive, regional studies of municipal services (Municipal Service 
Reviews or MSRs) every five years in conjunction with reviews of city and 
district spheres of influence (Government Code Sections 56425 and 56530).  
Spheres of Influence (SOIs) are boundaries, determined by LAFCO, which 
define the ultimate service area for cities and special districts.  An MSR 
was prepared for the City of Seal Beach in March 2005.  This report 
addresses the required SOI update for the City. 
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HISTORY 
The City of Seal Beach, incorporated in 1915, has a current population of 
approximately 27,210 residents.  Located along the coast in northwest Orange 
County, the City is bordered to the north by the City of Los Alamitos and the 
unincorporated community of Rossmoor, the Cities of Garden Grove and 
Westminster to the east, and the City of Huntington Beach and the 
unincorporated community of Sunset Beach to the south (see Exhibit A – Location 
Map). 
 
The City of Seal Beach includes the Surfside Colony, a private, gated community 
located immediately north of Sunset Beach but physically separated from the 
City by Anaheim Bay.  The City of Seal Beach is largely built-out.  The Center for 
Demographic Research at California State University, Fullerton projects an 
increase of 2,034 residents within Seal Beach by year 2020. 
 
Sunset Beach 
Oriented along a one-mile stretch of Pacific Coast Highway, the unincorporated 
community of Sunset Beach is surrounded to east and south by the City of 
Huntington Beach.  To the west is the Pacific Ocean.  Sunset Beach is 
immediately adjacent to the Surfside Colony to the north, which is a private, 
gated residential community located within the City of Seal Beach. 
 
According the Center for Demographic Research at California State University, 
Fullerton, Sunset Beach has a population of approximately 1,336 residents. The 
community is predominantly residential in character, but offers a variety of 
visitor-serving commercial uses.  Because of its beach location, Sunset Beach 
remains a popular destination for visitors, particularly during the summer 
months.   
 
The Sunset Beach community receives its local services from a variety of sources.  
The Orange County Sheriff and California Highway Patrol provide police 
protection and traffic control.  Water is provided by the City of Huntington 
Beach.  Sewer and trash collection services are offered through the Sunset Beach 
Sanitary District, which also serves the Surfside Colony within the City of Seal 
Beach.  The Orange County Fire Authority provides fire suppression services.  
Planning, code enforcement, land use, road maintenance, park and landscaping 
maintenance, beach maintenance, lifeguard services and other government 
administrative services are handled through the County of Orange.  Staff is 
recommending that the community of Sunset Beach be placed in the sphere of 
influence for the City of Huntington Beach. 
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Rossmoor 
Rossmoor is an unincorporated County island comprising approximately 985 
acres located between the Cities of Seal Beach and Los Alamitos.  One of the 
area’s first “planned communities,” Rossmoor is almost entirely residential.    
Almost all of the single-family detached homes were built during the 1950s. 
 
The community primarily consists of ranch style homes on tree-lined streets.  A 
red brick “signature wall” surrounds the community, although the community is 
not private.  The current population in Rossmoor, according to the Center for 
Demographic Research at California State University, Fullerton, is approximately 
10,560.  The community is built-out and only limited growth is anticipated; 
population projections indicate a population of 11,467 residing within Rossmoor 
in year 2020. 
 
The unincorporated community of Rossmoor is bordered by both the City of Los 
Alamitos and the City of Seal Beach.  The City of Los Alamitos virtually 
surrounds Rossmoor on the north, northeast and northwest.  Rossmoor is largely 
separated from the majority of Seal Beach by the San Diego (405) freeway, 
although there are residential and commercial uses within the City of Seal Beach 
directly southeast of Rossmoor.  Three shopping centers and some residential 
uses located near the intersection of Rossmoor Center Drive and Seal Beach 
Boulevard are within the City of Seal Beach and immediately adjacent to 
southeast portion of Rossmoor.   
 
Rossmoor has traditionally maintained a separate identity from its surrounding 
cities.  Rossmoor’s perimeter “signature” wall and the formation of a 
Community Services District to provide local services (street lighting and 
sweeping, parks and recreation, median landscaping and parkway tree 
maintenance, and maintenance of the community wall) to Rossmoor residents 
reflect Rossmoor’s independence. 
 
Previous SOI Determinations for City of Seal Beach 
The City’s sphere of influence was initially adopted in February 1974.  At that 
time, the sphere was coterminous with the City’s corporate limits.  In June 1975, 
the City annexed the 103-acre Hellman Ranch property and the United States 
Naval Weapons Station.   
 
In June 1976, the City requested an amendment to the City’s sphere and the 
concurrent annexation of approximately 818 acres of the Pacific Ocean adjacent 
to the Surfside Colony from the mean high tide seaward to the three-mile limit.   
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The purpose of the request was to provide a consistent three-mile boundary of all 
tide and submerged lands adjacent to the City.  On July 19, 1976, LAFCO 
approved an updated sphere of influence and annexation of the requested 818 
acres.  Sphere of influence reviews in 1983 and 1989 reaffirmed a coterminous 
sphere for the City of Seal Beach (see Exhibit B – Existing Sphere of Influence Map). 
 
ANALYSIS 
In determining a sphere of influence for an agency, Government Code 56425 
requires LAFCO to consider each of the following factors: 
 

• The present and planned land uses in the area 
• The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area 
• The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services 

that the agency provides or is authorized to provide 
• The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area 

if the commission determines they are relevant to the agency 
 

Each of these factors is evaluated below for your Commission’s consideration. 
 
Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area 
The City of Seal Beach includes a mix of land uses.  Approximately 37 percent of 
the City is dedicated to residential use.  Commercial and industrial uses 
comprise about 6 percent and 5 percent of the City, respectively.  The remaining  
land is primarily devoted to open space, military and school and park uses.  The 
City is fully developed; no significant changes to existing land uses are 
anticipated. 
 
Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
The City of Seal Beach is built-out.  The current population is 27,210.  The City’s 
population is projected to grow to 29,244 by year 2020.  Because of limited  
growth opportunities citywide, the extension of City infrastructure and services 
is expected to be minimal.   
 
Two federal defense faculties are located in the immediate area – the United 
States Naval Weapons Station in Seal Beach and the Joint Forces Training Center 
in Los Alamitos.  The Naval Weapons Station is 5,256 acres in size and is nearly 
twice the size of the remaining portion of Seal Beach.  This facility is not 
currently located on a federal base closure list and no need for additional city 
services is anticipated at this time. 
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Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services 
In the March 2005 Municipal Service Review (MSR) report, no significant 
infrastructure or service constraints were identified.   
 
Social and Economic Communities of Interest 
The unincorporated community of Rossmoor is bordered by both the City of Los 
Alamitos and the City of Seal Beach.  While the City of Los Alamitos borders 
Rossmoor on the north, east and west, Rossmoor is largely separated from the 
majority of Seal Beach by the San Diego (405) freeway.  However, three shopping 
centers and some residential uses, near the intersection of Rossmoor Center 
Drive and Seal Beach Boulevard within the City of Seal Beach, are located 
immediately adjacent to the southeast portion of the Rossmoor community.  
Rossmoor has traditionally maintained a separate identity from its surrounding 
cities.  Rossmoor’s perimeter “signature” wall and the formation of a 
Community Services District to provide local services to Rossmoor residents 
reflect Rossmoor’s independence. 
  
The unincorporated community of Sunset Beach borders the City of Seal Beach to 
south.  Sunset Beach is immediately adjacent to the private, gated community of 
Seal Beach’s Surfside Colony.  Both Sunset Beach and Surfside Colony receive  
sewer service through the Sunset Beach Sanitary District.   Surfside is physically 
separated from the main portion of Seal Beach by the Anaheim Bay making 
delivery of municipal services to the Surfside area by the City of Seal Beach 
challenging at times.  The distance from the City’s police and fire headquarter 
facilities to Surfside is approximately 2.5 miles via Pacific Coast Highway.  The 
City is not a logical service provider for the Sunset Beach community.  LAFCO 
staff would question whether the City of Seal Beach is the most logical service 
provider for Surfside; however, LAFCO can not detach territory from a city 
without that city’s consent and neither the City of Seal Beach not the residents of 
Surfside have expressed any interest in changing jurisdictional boundaries. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Staff has communicated with the City of Seal Beach and surrounding agencies on 
the subject sphere of influence.   The City of Seal Beach has expressed their 
support for reaffirmation of a coterminous sphere of influence for the City of Seal 
Beach.   
 
In staff’s review of the sphere of influence boundary for Seal Beach, we have 
identified no significant issues at this time that warrant any change in the sphere  
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boundary.  Staff recommends reaffirming the existing coterminous sphere of 
influence. 
 
Other Options Not Precluded 
As indicated in the March 2005 Municipal Service Review (MSR) for this area, 
many of the service providers in the Los Alamitos/Seal Beach/Rossmoor/Sunset 
Beach area are under significant fiscal stress.   Collectively, the area is served by a 
multiplicity of service providers, including among others, four police agencies, 
three water agencies, three sewer districts, and four agencies providing park and 
recreation services.   
 
In the year following the MSR, residents and agencies have started to explore a 
variety of long-term governance options for their communities.  Adoption of a 
coterminous sphere of influence for the City of Seal Beach does not preclude 
implementation of any future alternative.  Spheres can be changed and, in fact, 
are required by state law to be reviewed at least once every five years to evaluate 
whether new circumstances warrant a sphere change.  
 
CEQA 
LAFCO is the lead agency under CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) 
for sphere of influence reviews.  Staff completed an initial study, and it was 
determined that adoption of the sphere of influence for the City of Seal Beach 
would not have a significant effect on the environment as determined by CEQA.  
Accordingly, a Draft Negative Declaration (see Attachment 1) was prepared and 
noticed in accordance with existing guidelines for implementing CEQA.  No 
comments on the Draft Negative Declaration have been received.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Commission take the following actions: 
 
1. Adopt the Negative Declaration (Attachment 1) prepared for the proposed 

sphere of influence update. 
2. Adopt the Statement of Determinations as required by Government Code 

Section 56425 (Attachment 2) 
3. Adopt the resolution (see Attachment 3) reaffirming the City of Seal Beach 

sphere of influence as coterminous with the City’s exiting jurisdictional 
boundary as shown on Exhibit B. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
_________________________    ________________________ 
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE     BOB ALDRICH 
 
 
 
 
 
Exhibits: 
 
A. Location Map 
B. City of Seal Beach SOI Map 
 
Attachments: 
 
1. Draft Negative Declaration 
2. Statement of Determinations 
3. Adopting Resolution 
 
Comment Letter 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

 
1. Project Title:    City of Seal Beach Sphere of Influence Update 
 
 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

     Orange County LAFCO 
     12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
     Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Bob Aldrich, Assistant Executive Officer, (714) 834-2556 
 
4.    Project Location: The City of Seal Beach is located in northwest Orange County.  To the south are 

the City of Huntington Beach and the unincorporated community of Sunset Beach.  
To the west are the City of Long Beach and the Pacific Ocean.  The Cities of 
Westminister, Garden Grove and Cypress border the City of Seal Beach to the east.  
To the north are the unincorporated community of Rossmoor and the City of Los 
Alamitos. 

 
5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address:  

     Orange County LAFCO 
     12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
     Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 
6. General Plan Designation:  Residential, Open Space, Industrial and   
      Commercial                      
 
7.    Zoning:    Residential, Open Space, Industrial and Commercial 
 
 
8. Description of Project:  (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases 

of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation.  
Attach additional sheet(s) if necessary.) 

 
Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15074, the Commission will review and 
consider the adoption of a negative declaration relating to the proposed update of the City of Seal 
Beach’s sphere of influence. The proposed sphere of influence boundary for the City of Seal Beach is 
coterminous with the existing City boundary.  The negative declaration confirms the findings of the 
associated initial study that the proposed project (the City of Seal Beach sphere of influence update) 
will not have a significant effect on the environment.  
 
In accordance with Government Code Section 56425 and the LAFCO Sphere of Influence Policy, 
LAFCO is required to review an agency’s sphere of influence every five years in conjunction with 
conducting municipal service reviews.  LAFCO is required to establish a sphere of influence to 
identify probable future boundaries and service areas of all cities and special districts.  A sphere of 
influence has a time horizon of 15 to 20 years. 
 
LAFCO is recommending that the City of Seal Beach sphere of influence be reaffirmed as 
conterminous with the City’s existing jurisdictional boundary. 

 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:   

The City of Seal Beach, and the surrounding communities of Los Alamitos, Westminster, Huntington 
Beach, Rossmoor and Sunset Beach, are largely built-out.  There are two federal defense facilities 
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located in the area – the United States Naval Weapons Station located in Seal Beach and the Joint 
Forces Training Center in the City of Los Alamitos.  The Naval Weapons Station is 5,256 acres in 
size and is nearly twice the size of the remaining portion of Seal Beach.  The City of Seal Beach and 
surrounding areas are largely urbanized and offer only limited growth potential, unless one or both of 
the federal defense facilities are closed in the future.  Neither facility is currently listed for 
realignment or closure by the Federal Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC). 
 

 
 
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation 

agreement): 
None 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
∼ Aesthetics 
 
∼ Biological Resources 
 
∼ Hazards & Hazardous 

Materials 
 
∼ Mineral Resources 
 
∼ Public Services 
 
∼ Utilities / Service Systems 

 
∼ Agriculture Resources 
 
∼ Cultural Resources 
 
∼ Hydrology / Water Quality 
 
∼ Noise 
 
∼ Recreation 
 
∼ Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

 
∼ Air Quality 
 
∼ Geology / Soils 
 
∼ Land Use / Planning 
 
∼ Population / Housing 
 
∼ Transportation / Traffic 

 
DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency): 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
∼ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to 
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
∼ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
∼ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant  or “potentially significant unless 

mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
∼ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 

all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
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DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant 
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that 
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
                                                                                       February 6, 2005 
Signature       Date 
      Joyce Crosthwaite, Executive Officer   Orange County LAFCO 
Printed Name       For 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
The following is the environmental checklist form presented in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The 
checklist form is used to describe the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project with 
respect to 17 factors prescribed for consideration. For this checklist, the following four designations are 
used:  

• Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that could be significant, and for which no mitigation 
has been identified. If any potentially significant impacts are identified, an EIR must be prepared.  

• Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: An impact that requires mitigation to 
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  

• Less-Than-Significant Impact: Any impact that would not be considered significant under CEQA 
relative to existing standards.  

• No Impact: The project would not have any impact.  
 

 
Issues:  

 
Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

I.  AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, tress, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
aesthetics of the project area. This includes not 
adversely affecting scenic vistas, damaging scenic 
resources, degrading visual character, or creating 
new sources of light. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation 
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland.  Would the project: 
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural 
use? 

 
Discussion: The proposed project will not cause 
any specific new developments to be undertaken 
and will not result in any significant direct or 
cumulative impacts on the agricultural resources 
of the project area. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

III.  AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations.  
Would the project: 

 

    

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is nonattainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

d) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the air 
quality within the project area. This includes not 
violating air quality standards or creating 
objectionable odors. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

e) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

 
Discussion: The proposed project will not cause 
any specific new developments to be built. The 
project will not result in any significant direct or 
cumulative impacts on the biological resources of 
the project area and this includes adversely 
affecting endangered, threatened, or rare species 
and their habitat. 
 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in § 
15064.5? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to § 15064.5? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
cultural resources of the project area.  
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:     

a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or 
death involving: 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

iv)  Landslides? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

 
Discussion: The sphere of influence update will 
not result in any significant direct or cumulative 
impacts on the geology or soils of the project 
area, including contributing to soil erosion or 
exposing individuals or structures to loss, such as 
injury or death, resulting from earthquakes or 
landslides 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  
Would the project: 

    

a)   Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

b)   Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)   Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)   Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)   For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)   For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g)   Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

h)   Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

 
Discussion:  Updating the agency’s sphere of 
influence will not result in any significant direct 
or cumulative impacts with respect to creating 
hazards or hazardous materials within the project 
area. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would 
the project: 
 

    

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

     

∼ ∼  ∼ 

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm 
water drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

i)   Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

j)   Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 

Discussion: Adoption of an updated sphere of 
influence for the City of Seal Beach will not result in 
a depletion of groundwater supplies, alteration of 
existing drainage patterns, creation of runoff water, 
and exposure of people to a significant risk of 
flooding nor will it result in a net deficit in aquifer 
volume.   
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:     

a)  Physically divide an established community? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not  limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

 
Discussion:  The proposed sphere update would 
reaffirm the City’s existing sphere of influence 
which is coterminous with the City’s boundary. 
Updating the agency’s sphere of influence will not 
result in any significant direct or cumulative 
impacts with respect to land use planning within 
the project area. 
 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

X.MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and 
the residents of the state? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or 
other land use plan? 

 
Discussion:. The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
mineral resources of the project area. This 
includes not incurring the loss of known valuable 
mineral resources. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XI.  NOISE.  Would the project result in: 
 

    

a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on noise 
levels within the project area. This includes not 
exposing individuals to excess groundborne 
vibrations or substantially increasing ambient 
noises, whether temporary, periodical, or 
permanent. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of road or other infrastructure)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼   

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

b) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 
Discussion: The proposed sphere of influence update 
reaffirms the City’s existing sphere of influence. The 
City of Seal Beach is largely built-out.  Adoption of an 
updated sphere of influence, which is conterminous 
with the City’s existing jurisdictional boundary, will 
not result in direct and substantial population growth.  

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

XIII.  PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project:     

a)  Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

 

     

 Fire protection? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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No Impact 

 Police protection? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

 Schools? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

 Parks? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

 Other public facilities? 
 
Discussion: The proposed sphere of influence update 
reaffirms the City’s existing sphere of influence. The 
proposed sphere of influence update will have no 
impact on the ability of the City of Seal Beach to 
provide public services and facilities for its existing 
residents. 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XIV.  RECREATION.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)   Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)   Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on 
recreational services within the project area 
including increasing the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XV.  TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
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Less Than 
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No Impact 

c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts relating to 
transportation or circulation within the project 
area. This includes not causing an increase in 
street or air traffic patterns, creating inadequate 
emergency access or parking capacity, or 
conflicting with adopted transportation policies. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would 
the project: 

 

    

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼   

c)   Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)   Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼   
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e)   Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)   Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g)   Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

 
Discussion: Water and sewer service is 
provided to Seal Beach residents through the 
City of Seal Beach Public Works Department.  
The proposed sphere of influence update, 
which reaffirms the City’s existing sphere of 
influence, will have no impact on the ability 
of the City of Seal Beach to serve existing 
customers.   
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

    

a)  Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat or a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current project, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
Discussion: The project would not result in 
any significant direct or cumulative impacts 
relating to mandatory findings of significance 
within the project area. This includes not 
degrading the quality of the environment or 
causing substantial adverse effects on 
individuals, whether directly or indirectly. 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Statement of Determinations 
City of Seal Beach Sphere of Influence 

 
 Present and Planned Land Uses for the Area 

The City of Seal Beach includes a mix of land uses.  Approximately 37 percent of 
the City is dedicated to residential use.  Commercial and industrial uses 
comprise about 6 percent and 5 percent of the City, respectively.  The remaining 
land is primarily devoted to open space, military, school and park uses.  The City 
is fully developed; no significant changes to existing land uses are anticipated. 

 
 Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services  

The City of Seal Beach is built-out.  The current population is 27,210.  The City’s 
population is projected to grow to 29,244 by year 2020.  Because of limited 
growth opportunities citywide, the extension of City infrastructure and services 
is expected to be minimal.  Two federal defense faculties are located in the 
immediate area – the United States Naval Weapons Station in Seal Beach and the 
Joint Forces Training Center in Los Alamitos.  These facilities are not currently 
located on a federal base closure list and no need for additional city services is 
anticipated at this time. 

 
 Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services 

In the March 2005 Municipal Service Review (MSR) report, no significant 
infrastructure or service constraints were identified.   

 
 Social or Economic Communities of Interest  

The unincorporated community of Rossmoor is bordered by both the City of Los 
Alamitos and the City of Seal Beach.  While the City of Los Alamitos borders 
Rossmoor on the north, east and west, Rossmoor is largely separated from the 
majority of Seal Beach by the San Diego (405) freeway.   However, three 
shopping centers and some residential uses, near the intersection of Rossmoor 
Center Drive and Seal Beach Boulevard, are located within the City of Seal Beach 
and are immediately adjacent to the southeast portion of Rossmoor.  Rossmoor 
has traditionally maintained a separate identity from its surrounding cities.  
Rossmoor’s perimeter “signature” wall and the formation of a Community 
Services District to provide local services to Rossmoor residents reflect 
Rossmoor’s independence. 

 
The unincorporated community of Sunset Beach borders the City of Seal Beach to 
south.  Sunset Beach is immediately adjacent to the private, gated community of 
Seal Beach’s Surfside Colony.  Both Sunset Beach and Surfside Colony receive 
sewer service through the Sunset Beach Sanitary District, respectively.   Sunset 
Beach residents strongly support maintaining a separate identity for the 
community of Sunset Beach. 
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SOI 05-32 

RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING A  

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR  

THE CITY OF SEAL BEACH 

March 8, 2006 
 

 On motion of Commissioner ________, duly seconded and carried, the following 

resolution was adopted: 

 WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56425 requires that a Local Agency 

Formation Commission (“LAFCO”) adopt Spheres of Influence for all agencies in its jurisdiction 

and to update those spheres every five years; and 

WHEREAS, the Sphere of Influence is the primary planning tool for LAFCO and defines 

the probable physical boundaries and service area of a local agency as determined by LAFCO; 

and 

WHEREAS, proceedings for adoption, update and amendment of a Sphere of Influence 

are governed by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act, Section 

56000 et seq. of the Government Code; and 

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56430 requires that in order to prepare 

and to update Spheres of Influence the Commission shall conduct Municipal Service Reviews 

prior to or in conjunction with action to update or adopt a sphere of influence; and  

WHEREAS, April 13, 2005, after public hearings, Orange County LAFCO adopted 

Resolution MSR 03-28 approving the Los Alamitos/Seal Beach/Rossmoor/Sunset Beach 

Municipal Service Review and adopting the written determinations contained therein; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56427, set 

September 14, 2005 as the hearing date on this Sphere of Influence review proposal and gave the 

required notice of public hearing; and 
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WHEREAS, on September 14, 2005, Orange County LAFCO continued consideration of 

the City of Seal Beach Sphere of Influence for a period of six months to allow for completion of 

the City of Huntington Beach Municipal Service Review; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56427, set 

March 8, 2006 as the hearing date for this sphere of influence review and gave the required 

notice of public hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56428, has 

reviewed this proposal and prepared a report, including her recommendations thereon, and has 

furnished a copy of this report to each person entitled to a copy; and 

WHEREAS, the proposal consists of the designation of a sphere of influence for the City 

of Seal Beach; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission called for and held a public hearing on the proposal on 

March 8, 2006, and at the hearing this Commission heard and received all oral and written 

protests, objections and evidence which were made, presented or filed, and all persons present 

were given an opportunity to hear and be heard with respect to this proposal and the report of the 

Executive Officer; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission considered the factors determined by the Commission to 

be relevant to this proposal, including, but not limited to, factors specified in Government Code 

Section 56841; and 

 WHEREAS, LAFCO, as the lead agency under CEQA (California Environmental Quality 

Act) for sphere of influence reviews, completed an initial study and determined that adoption of 

the sphere of influence for the City of Seal Beach would not have a significant effect on the 

environment as defined in CEQA.   

  

NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of 

Orange DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER as follows: 

 

Section 1. Environmental Action: 

a) LAFCO, as the lead agency, has determined that adoption of the sphere of 

influence for the City of Seal Beach would not have a significant effect on 
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the environment as defined in CEQA. The Commission has therefore 

adopted a Negative Declaration for the sphere of influence review. 

b) The Executive Officer is instructed to file the Negative Declaration with 

the County Clerk in accordance with CEQA. 

Section 2. Determinations 

a) The Commission has adopted a coterminous sphere of influence for the 

City of Seal Beach.  

b) The Commission has adopted the accompanying Statement of 

Determinations, shown as “Exhibit A.” 

c) The Commission has reaffirmed the City of Seal Beach’s previous sphere 

of influence as shown on the attached map labeled “Exhibit B.”  

d) The Commission has determined that the City of Seal Beach has sufficient 

resources and facilities to provide service within its current sphere area.  

Section 3. This sphere review is assigned the following distinctive short-form 

designation: “Sphere of Influence Study for the City of Seal Beach” (SOI 

05-32). 

Section 4. The Executive Officer is hereby authorized and directed to mail copies of 

this resolution as provided in Section 56882 of the Government Code. 

 

AYES:  

NOES:   

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

 

 I, BOB BOUER, Chair of the Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange County, 

California, hereby certify that the above and foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted 

by said Commission at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 8th day of March, 2006. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 8th day of March, 2006. 
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      BOB BOUER 
      Chair of the Orange County 
      Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
 
      By: ________________________________ 

Bob Bouer 
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March 8, 2006 
 
 
TO:   Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM:  Executive Officer 
   Assistant Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: City of Seal Beach Sphere of Influence Update (SOI 

05-32) 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
Originally scheduled for Commission consideration on September 14, 2005, the 
City of Seal Beach sphere of influence update was continued for a period of six 
months pending completion of the City of Huntington Beach Municipal Service 
Review (MSR). 
 
INTRODUCTION 
In 1997, the State Legislature convened a special commission to study and 
make recommendations to address California’s rapidly accelerating 
growth.  The Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century 
focused their energies on ways to empower the already existing LAFCOs 
originally established in 1963.  The Commission’s final report, Growth 
within Bounds, recommended various changes to local land use laws and 
LAFCO statutes.  Many of these changes were incorporated into the 
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Reorganization Act of 2000 that provided 
LAFCO with new responsibilities. 
 
One of the major new responsibilities of LAFCO is to conduct 
comprehensive, regional studies of municipal services (Municipal Service 
Reviews or MSRs) every five years in conjunction with reviews of city and 
district spheres of influence (Government Code Sections 56425 and 56530).  
Spheres of Influence (SOIs) are boundaries, determined by LAFCO, which 
define the ultimate service area for cities and special districts.  An MSR 
was prepared for the City of Seal Beach in March 2005.  This report 
addresses the required SOI update for the City. 
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HISTORY 
The City of Seal Beach, incorporated in 1915, has a current population of 
approximately 27,210 residents.  Located along the coast in northwest Orange 
County, the City is bordered to the north by the City of Los Alamitos and the 
unincorporated community of Rossmoor, the Cities of Garden Grove and 
Westminster to the east, and the City of Huntington Beach and the 
unincorporated community of Sunset Beach to the south (see Exhibit A – Location 
Map). 
 
The City of Seal Beach includes the Surfside Colony, a private, gated community 
located immediately north of Sunset Beach but physically separated from the 
City by Anaheim Bay.  The City of Seal Beach is largely built-out.  The Center for 
Demographic Research at California State University, Fullerton projects an 
increase of 2,034 residents within Seal Beach by year 2020. 
 
Sunset Beach 
Oriented along a one-mile stretch of Pacific Coast Highway, the unincorporated 
community of Sunset Beach is surrounded to east and south by the City of 
Huntington Beach.  To the west is the Pacific Ocean.  Sunset Beach is 
immediately adjacent to the Surfside Colony to the north, which is a private, 
gated residential community located within the City of Seal Beach. 
 
According the Center for Demographic Research at California State University, 
Fullerton, Sunset Beach has a population of approximately 1,336 residents. The 
community is predominantly residential in character, but offers a variety of 
visitor-serving commercial uses.  Because of its beach location, Sunset Beach 
remains a popular destination for visitors, particularly during the summer 
months.   
 
The Sunset Beach community receives its local services from a variety of sources.  
The Orange County Sheriff and California Highway Patrol provide police 
protection and traffic control.  Water is provided by the City of Huntington 
Beach.  Sewer and trash collection services are offered through the Sunset Beach 
Sanitary District, which also serves the Surfside Colony within the City of Seal 
Beach.  The Orange County Fire Authority provides fire suppression services.  
Planning, code enforcement, land use, road maintenance, park and landscaping 
maintenance, beach maintenance, lifeguard services and other government 
administrative services are handled through the County of Orange.  Staff is 
recommending that the community of Sunset Beach be placed in the sphere of 
influence for the City of Huntington Beach. 
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Rossmoor 
Rossmoor is an unincorporated County island comprising approximately 985 
acres located between the Cities of Seal Beach and Los Alamitos.  One of the 
area’s first “planned communities,” Rossmoor is almost entirely residential.    
Almost all of the single-family detached homes were built during the 1950s. 
 
The community primarily consists of ranch style homes on tree-lined streets.  A 
red brick “signature wall” surrounds the community, although the community is 
not private.  The current population in Rossmoor, according to the Center for 
Demographic Research at California State University, Fullerton, is approximately 
10,560.  The community is built-out and only limited growth is anticipated; 
population projections indicate a population of 11,467 residing within Rossmoor 
in year 2020. 
 
The unincorporated community of Rossmoor is bordered by both the City of Los 
Alamitos and the City of Seal Beach.  The City of Los Alamitos virtually 
surrounds Rossmoor on the north, northeast and northwest.  Rossmoor is largely 
separated from the majority of Seal Beach by the San Diego (405) freeway, 
although there are residential and commercial uses within the City of Seal Beach 
directly southeast of Rossmoor.  Three shopping centers and some residential 
uses located near the intersection of Rossmoor Center Drive and Seal Beach 
Boulevard are within the City of Seal Beach and immediately adjacent to 
southeast portion of Rossmoor.   
 
Rossmoor has traditionally maintained a separate identity from its surrounding 
cities.  Rossmoor’s perimeter “signature” wall and the formation of a 
Community Services District to provide local services (street lighting and 
sweeping, parks and recreation, median landscaping and parkway tree 
maintenance, and maintenance of the community wall) to Rossmoor residents 
reflect Rossmoor’s independence. 
 
Previous SOI Determinations for City of Seal Beach 
The City’s sphere of influence was initially adopted in February 1974.  At that 
time, the sphere was coterminous with the City’s corporate limits.  In June 1975, 
the City annexed the 103-acre Hellman Ranch property and the United States 
Naval Weapons Station.   
 
In June 1976, the City requested an amendment to the City’s sphere and the 
concurrent annexation of approximately 818 acres of the Pacific Ocean adjacent 
to the Surfside Colony from the mean high tide seaward to the three-mile limit.   
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The purpose of the request was to provide a consistent three-mile boundary of all 
tide and submerged lands adjacent to the City.  On July 19, 1976, LAFCO 
approved an updated sphere of influence and annexation of the requested 818 
acres.  Sphere of influence reviews in 1983 and 1989 reaffirmed a coterminous 
sphere for the City of Seal Beach (see Exhibit B – Existing Sphere of Influence Map). 
 
ANALYSIS 
In determining a sphere of influence for an agency, Government Code 56425 
requires LAFCO to consider each of the following factors: 
 

• The present and planned land uses in the area 
• The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area 
• The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services 

that the agency provides or is authorized to provide 
• The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area 

if the commission determines they are relevant to the agency 
 

Each of these factors is evaluated below for your Commission’s consideration. 
 
Present and Planned Land Uses in the Area 
The City of Seal Beach includes a mix of land uses.  Approximately 37 percent of 
the City is dedicated to residential use.  Commercial and industrial uses 
comprise about 6 percent and 5 percent of the City, respectively.  The remaining  
land is primarily devoted to open space, military and school and park uses.  The 
City is fully developed; no significant changes to existing land uses are 
anticipated. 
 
Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
The City of Seal Beach is built-out.  The current population is 27,210.  The City’s 
population is projected to grow to 29,244 by year 2020.  Because of limited  
growth opportunities citywide, the extension of City infrastructure and services 
is expected to be minimal.   
 
Two federal defense faculties are located in the immediate area – the United 
States Naval Weapons Station in Seal Beach and the Joint Forces Training Center 
in Los Alamitos.  The Naval Weapons Station is 5,256 acres in size and is nearly 
twice the size of the remaining portion of Seal Beach.  This facility is not 
currently located on a federal base closure list and no need for additional city 
services is anticipated at this time. 
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Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services 
In the March 2005 Municipal Service Review (MSR) report, no significant 
infrastructure or service constraints were identified.   
 
Social and Economic Communities of Interest 
The unincorporated community of Rossmoor is bordered by both the City of Los 
Alamitos and the City of Seal Beach.  While the City of Los Alamitos borders 
Rossmoor on the north, east and west, Rossmoor is largely separated from the 
majority of Seal Beach by the San Diego (405) freeway.  However, three shopping 
centers and some residential uses, near the intersection of Rossmoor Center 
Drive and Seal Beach Boulevard within the City of Seal Beach, are located 
immediately adjacent to the southeast portion of the Rossmoor community.  
Rossmoor has traditionally maintained a separate identity from its surrounding 
cities.  Rossmoor’s perimeter “signature” wall and the formation of a 
Community Services District to provide local services to Rossmoor residents 
reflect Rossmoor’s independence. 
  
The unincorporated community of Sunset Beach borders the City of Seal Beach to 
south.  Sunset Beach is immediately adjacent to the private, gated community of 
Seal Beach’s Surfside Colony.  Both Sunset Beach and Surfside Colony receive  
sewer service through the Sunset Beach Sanitary District.   Surfside is physically 
separated from the main portion of Seal Beach by the Anaheim Bay making 
delivery of municipal services to the Surfside area by the City of Seal Beach 
challenging at times.  The distance from the City’s police and fire headquarter 
facilities to Surfside is approximately 2.5 miles via Pacific Coast Highway.  The 
City is not a logical service provider for the Sunset Beach community.  LAFCO 
staff would question whether the City of Seal Beach is the most logical service 
provider for Surfside; however, LAFCO can not detach territory from a city 
without that city’s consent and neither the City of Seal Beach not the residents of 
Surfside have expressed any interest in changing jurisdictional boundaries. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Staff has communicated with the City of Seal Beach and surrounding agencies on 
the subject sphere of influence.   The City of Seal Beach has expressed their 
support for reaffirmation of a coterminous sphere of influence for the City of Seal 
Beach.   
 
In staff’s review of the sphere of influence boundary for Seal Beach, we have 
identified no significant issues at this time that warrant any change in the sphere  
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boundary.  Staff recommends reaffirming the existing coterminous sphere of 
influence. 
 
Other Options Not Precluded 
As indicated in the March 2005 Municipal Service Review (MSR) for this area, 
many of the service providers in the Los Alamitos/Seal Beach/Rossmoor/Sunset 
Beach area are under significant fiscal stress.   Collectively, the area is served by a 
multiplicity of service providers, including among others, four police agencies, 
three water agencies, three sewer districts, and four agencies providing park and 
recreation services.   
 
In the year following the MSR, residents and agencies have started to explore a 
variety of long-term governance options for their communities.  Adoption of a 
coterminous sphere of influence for the City of Seal Beach does not preclude 
implementation of any future alternative.  Spheres can be changed and, in fact, 
are required by state law to be reviewed at least once every five years to evaluate 
whether new circumstances warrant a sphere change.  
 
CEQA 
LAFCO is the lead agency under CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) 
for sphere of influence reviews.  Staff completed an initial study, and it was 
determined that adoption of the sphere of influence for the City of Seal Beach 
would not have a significant effect on the environment as determined by CEQA.  
Accordingly, a Draft Negative Declaration (see Attachment 1) was prepared and 
noticed in accordance with existing guidelines for implementing CEQA.  No 
comments on the Draft Negative Declaration have been received.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Commission take the following actions: 
 
1. Adopt the Negative Declaration (Attachment 1) prepared for the proposed 

sphere of influence update. 
2. Adopt the Statement of Determinations as required by Government Code 

Section 56425 (Attachment 2) 
3. Adopt the resolution (see Attachment 3) reaffirming the City of Seal Beach 

sphere of influence as coterminous with the City’s exiting jurisdictional 
boundary as shown on Exhibit B. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
_________________________    ________________________ 
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE     BOB ALDRICH 
 
 
 
 
 
Exhibits: 
 
A. Location Map 
B. City of Seal Beach SOI Map 
 
Attachments: 
 
1. Draft Negative Declaration 
2. Statement of Determinations 
3. Adopting Resolution 
 
Comment Letter 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

 
1. Project Title:    City of Seal Beach Sphere of Influence Update 
 
 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

     Orange County LAFCO 
     12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
     Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Bob Aldrich, Assistant Executive Officer, (714) 834-2556 
 
4.    Project Location: The City of Seal Beach is located in northwest Orange County.  To the south are 

the City of Huntington Beach and the unincorporated community of Sunset Beach.  
To the west are the City of Long Beach and the Pacific Ocean.  The Cities of 
Westminister, Garden Grove and Cypress border the City of Seal Beach to the east.  
To the north are the unincorporated community of Rossmoor and the City of Los 
Alamitos. 

 
5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address:  

     Orange County LAFCO 
     12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
     Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 
6. General Plan Designation:  Residential, Open Space, Industrial and   
      Commercial                      
 
7.    Zoning:    Residential, Open Space, Industrial and Commercial 
 
 
8. Description of Project:  (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases 

of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its implementation.  
Attach additional sheet(s) if necessary.) 

 
Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15074, the Commission will review and 
consider the adoption of a negative declaration relating to the proposed update of the City of Seal 
Beach’s sphere of influence. The proposed sphere of influence boundary for the City of Seal Beach is 
coterminous with the existing City boundary.  The negative declaration confirms the findings of the 
associated initial study that the proposed project (the City of Seal Beach sphere of influence update) 
will not have a significant effect on the environment.  
 
In accordance with Government Code Section 56425 and the LAFCO Sphere of Influence Policy, 
LAFCO is required to review an agency’s sphere of influence every five years in conjunction with 
conducting municipal service reviews.  LAFCO is required to establish a sphere of influence to 
identify probable future boundaries and service areas of all cities and special districts.  A sphere of 
influence has a time horizon of 15 to 20 years. 
 
LAFCO is recommending that the City of Seal Beach sphere of influence be reaffirmed as 
conterminous with the City’s existing jurisdictional boundary. 

 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:   

The City of Seal Beach, and the surrounding communities of Los Alamitos, Westminster, Huntington 
Beach, Rossmoor and Sunset Beach, are largely built-out.  There are two federal defense facilities 
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located in the area – the United States Naval Weapons Station located in Seal Beach and the Joint 
Forces Training Center in the City of Los Alamitos.  The Naval Weapons Station is 5,256 acres in 
size and is nearly twice the size of the remaining portion of Seal Beach.  The City of Seal Beach and 
surrounding areas are largely urbanized and offer only limited growth potential, unless one or both of 
the federal defense facilities are closed in the future.  Neither facility is currently listed for 
realignment or closure by the Federal Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC). 
 

 
 
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation 

agreement): 
None 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
∼ Aesthetics 
 
∼ Biological Resources 
 
∼ Hazards & Hazardous 

Materials 
 
∼ Mineral Resources 
 
∼ Public Services 
 
∼ Utilities / Service Systems 

 
∼ Agriculture Resources 
 
∼ Cultural Resources 
 
∼ Hydrology / Water Quality 
 
∼ Noise 
 
∼ Recreation 
 
∼ Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

 
∼ Air Quality 
 
∼ Geology / Soils 
 
∼ Land Use / Planning 
 
∼ Population / Housing 
 
∼ Transportation / Traffic 

 
DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency): 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
∼ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to 
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
∼ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
∼ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant  or “potentially significant unless 

mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
∼ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 

all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
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DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant 
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that 
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
                                                                                       February 6, 2005 
Signature       Date 
      Joyce Crosthwaite, Executive Officer   Orange County LAFCO 
Printed Name       For 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
The following is the environmental checklist form presented in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The 
checklist form is used to describe the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project with 
respect to 17 factors prescribed for consideration. For this checklist, the following four designations are 
used:  

• Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that could be significant, and for which no mitigation 
has been identified. If any potentially significant impacts are identified, an EIR must be prepared.  

• Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated: An impact that requires mitigation to 
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  

• Less-Than-Significant Impact: Any impact that would not be considered significant under CEQA 
relative to existing standards.  

• No Impact: The project would not have any impact.  
 

 
Issues:  

 
Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

I.  AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, tress, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
aesthetics of the project area. This includes not 
adversely affecting scenic vistas, damaging scenic 
resources, degrading visual character, or creating 
new sources of light. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation 
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland.  Would the project: 
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural 
use? 

 
Discussion: The proposed project will not cause 
any specific new developments to be undertaken 
and will not result in any significant direct or 
cumulative impacts on the agricultural resources 
of the project area. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

III.  AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations.  
Would the project: 

 

    

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is nonattainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

d) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the air 
quality within the project area. This includes not 
violating air quality standards or creating 
objectionable odors. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

e) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

 
Discussion: The proposed project will not cause 
any specific new developments to be built. The 
project will not result in any significant direct or 
cumulative impacts on the biological resources of 
the project area and this includes adversely 
affecting endangered, threatened, or rare species 
and their habitat. 
 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in § 
15064.5? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to § 15064.5? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
cultural resources of the project area.  
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:     

a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or 
death involving: 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

iv)  Landslides? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

 
Discussion: The sphere of influence update will 
not result in any significant direct or cumulative 
impacts on the geology or soils of the project 
area, including contributing to soil erosion or 
exposing individuals or structures to loss, such as 
injury or death, resulting from earthquakes or 
landslides 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  
Would the project: 

    

a)   Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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b)   Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)   Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)   Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)   For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)   For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g)   Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

h)   Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

 
Discussion:  Updating the agency’s sphere of 
influence will not result in any significant direct 
or cumulative impacts with respect to creating 
hazards or hazardous materials within the project 
area. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would 
the project: 
 

    

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

     

∼ ∼  ∼ 

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm 
water drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

i)   Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  



ATTACHMENT 1 

COMM/RVPUB/2000/602297  Page 11 of 17 Initial Study 
 

Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

j)   Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 

Discussion: Adoption of an updated sphere of 
influence for the City of Seal Beach will not result in 
a depletion of groundwater supplies, alteration of 
existing drainage patterns, creation of runoff water, 
and exposure of people to a significant risk of 
flooding nor will it result in a net deficit in aquifer 
volume.   
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:     

a)  Physically divide an established community? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not  limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

 
Discussion:  The proposed sphere update would 
reaffirm the City’s existing sphere of influence 
which is coterminous with the City’s boundary. 
Updating the agency’s sphere of influence will not 
result in any significant direct or cumulative 
impacts with respect to land use planning within 
the project area. 
 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

X.MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and 
the residents of the state? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or 
other land use plan? 

 
Discussion:. The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
mineral resources of the project area. This 
includes not incurring the loss of known valuable 
mineral resources. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XI.  NOISE.  Would the project result in: 
 

    

a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on noise 
levels within the project area. This includes not 
exposing individuals to excess groundborne 
vibrations or substantially increasing ambient 
noises, whether temporary, periodical, or 
permanent. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of road or other infrastructure)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼   

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

b) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 
Discussion: The proposed sphere of influence update 
reaffirms the City’s existing sphere of influence. The 
City of Seal Beach is largely built-out.  Adoption of an 
updated sphere of influence, which is conterminous 
with the City’s existing jurisdictional boundary, will 
not result in direct and substantial population growth.  

∼ ∼ ∼  
 

XIII.  PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project:     

a)  Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

 

     

 Fire protection? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  



ATTACHMENT 1 

COMM/RVPUB/2000/602297  Page 14 of 17 Initial Study 
 

Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

 Police protection? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

 Schools? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

 Parks? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

 Other public facilities? 
 
Discussion: The proposed sphere of influence update 
reaffirms the City’s existing sphere of influence. The 
proposed sphere of influence update will have no 
impact on the ability of the City of Seal Beach to 
provide public services and facilities for its existing 
residents. 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XIV.  RECREATION.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)   Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)   Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on 
recreational services within the project area 
including increasing the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XV.  TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 
Discussion: The project will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts relating to 
transportation or circulation within the project 
area. This includes not causing an increase in 
street or air traffic patterns, creating inadequate 
emergency access or parking capacity, or 
conflicting with adopted transportation policies. 
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would 
the project: 

 

    

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼   

c)   Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

d)   Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼   
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e)   Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

f)   Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

g)   Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

 
Discussion: Water and sewer service is 
provided to Seal Beach residents through the 
City of Seal Beach Public Works Department.  
The proposed sphere of influence update, 
which reaffirms the City’s existing sphere of 
influence, will have no impact on the ability 
of the City of Seal Beach to serve existing 
customers.   
 

∼ ∼ ∼  

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

    

a)  Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat or a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  

b)  Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current project, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
Discussion: The project would not result in 
any significant direct or cumulative impacts 
relating to mandatory findings of significance 
within the project area. This includes not 
degrading the quality of the environment or 
causing substantial adverse effects on 
individuals, whether directly or indirectly. 

∼ ∼ ∼  
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Statement of Determinations 
City of Seal Beach Sphere of Influence 

 
 Present and Planned Land Uses for the Area 

The City of Seal Beach includes a mix of land uses.  Approximately 37 percent of 
the City is dedicated to residential use.  Commercial and industrial uses 
comprise about 6 percent and 5 percent of the City, respectively.  The remaining 
land is primarily devoted to open space, military, school and park uses.  The City 
is fully developed; no significant changes to existing land uses are anticipated. 

 
 Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services  

The City of Seal Beach is built-out.  The current population is 27,210.  The City’s 
population is projected to grow to 29,244 by year 2020.  Because of limited 
growth opportunities citywide, the extension of City infrastructure and services 
is expected to be minimal.  Two federal defense faculties are located in the 
immediate area – the United States Naval Weapons Station in Seal Beach and the 
Joint Forces Training Center in Los Alamitos.  These facilities are not currently 
located on a federal base closure list and no need for additional city services is 
anticipated at this time. 

 
 Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services 

In the March 2005 Municipal Service Review (MSR) report, no significant 
infrastructure or service constraints were identified.   

 
 Social or Economic Communities of Interest  

The unincorporated community of Rossmoor is bordered by both the City of Los 
Alamitos and the City of Seal Beach.  While the City of Los Alamitos borders 
Rossmoor on the north, east and west, Rossmoor is largely separated from the 
majority of Seal Beach by the San Diego (405) freeway.   However, three 
shopping centers and some residential uses, near the intersection of Rossmoor 
Center Drive and Seal Beach Boulevard, are located within the City of Seal Beach 
and are immediately adjacent to the southeast portion of Rossmoor.  Rossmoor 
has traditionally maintained a separate identity from its surrounding cities.  
Rossmoor’s perimeter “signature” wall and the formation of a Community 
Services District to provide local services to Rossmoor residents reflect 
Rossmoor’s independence. 

 
The unincorporated community of Sunset Beach borders the City of Seal Beach to 
south.  Sunset Beach is immediately adjacent to the private, gated community of 
Seal Beach’s Surfside Colony.  Both Sunset Beach and Surfside Colony receive 
sewer service through the Sunset Beach Sanitary District, respectively.   Sunset 
Beach residents strongly support maintaining a separate identity for the 
community of Sunset Beach. 
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SOI 05-32 

RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING A  

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR  

THE CITY OF SEAL BEACH 

March 8, 2006 
 

 On motion of Commissioner ________, duly seconded and carried, the following 

resolution was adopted: 

 WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56425 requires that a Local Agency 

Formation Commission (“LAFCO”) adopt Spheres of Influence for all agencies in its jurisdiction 

and to update those spheres every five years; and 

WHEREAS, the Sphere of Influence is the primary planning tool for LAFCO and defines 

the probable physical boundaries and service area of a local agency as determined by LAFCO; 

and 

WHEREAS, proceedings for adoption, update and amendment of a Sphere of Influence 

are governed by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act, Section 

56000 et seq. of the Government Code; and 

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56430 requires that in order to prepare 

and to update Spheres of Influence the Commission shall conduct Municipal Service Reviews 

prior to or in conjunction with action to update or adopt a sphere of influence; and  

WHEREAS, April 13, 2005, after public hearings, Orange County LAFCO adopted 

Resolution MSR 03-28 approving the Los Alamitos/Seal Beach/Rossmoor/Sunset Beach 

Municipal Service Review and adopting the written determinations contained therein; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56427, set 

September 14, 2005 as the hearing date on this Sphere of Influence review proposal and gave the 

required notice of public hearing; and 
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WHEREAS, on September 14, 2005, Orange County LAFCO continued consideration of 

the City of Seal Beach Sphere of Influence for a period of six months to allow for completion of 

the City of Huntington Beach Municipal Service Review; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56427, set 

March 8, 2006 as the hearing date for this sphere of influence review and gave the required 

notice of public hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56428, has 

reviewed this proposal and prepared a report, including her recommendations thereon, and has 

furnished a copy of this report to each person entitled to a copy; and 

WHEREAS, the proposal consists of the designation of a sphere of influence for the City 

of Seal Beach; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission called for and held a public hearing on the proposal on 

March 8, 2006, and at the hearing this Commission heard and received all oral and written 

protests, objections and evidence which were made, presented or filed, and all persons present 

were given an opportunity to hear and be heard with respect to this proposal and the report of the 

Executive Officer; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission considered the factors determined by the Commission to 

be relevant to this proposal, including, but not limited to, factors specified in Government Code 

Section 56841; and 

 WHEREAS, LAFCO, as the lead agency under CEQA (California Environmental Quality 

Act) for sphere of influence reviews, completed an initial study and determined that adoption of 

the sphere of influence for the City of Seal Beach would not have a significant effect on the 

environment as defined in CEQA.   

  

NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of 

Orange DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER as follows: 

 

Section 1. Environmental Action: 

a) LAFCO, as the lead agency, has determined that adoption of the sphere of 

influence for the City of Seal Beach would not have a significant effect on 
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the environment as defined in CEQA. The Commission has therefore 

adopted a Negative Declaration for the sphere of influence review. 

b) The Executive Officer is instructed to file the Negative Declaration with 

the County Clerk in accordance with CEQA. 

Section 2. Determinations 

a) The Commission has adopted a coterminous sphere of influence for the 

City of Seal Beach.  

b) The Commission has adopted the accompanying Statement of 

Determinations, shown as “Exhibit A.” 

c) The Commission has reaffirmed the City of Seal Beach’s previous sphere 

of influence as shown on the attached map labeled “Exhibit B.”  

d) The Commission has determined that the City of Seal Beach has sufficient 

resources and facilities to provide service within its current sphere area.  

Section 3. This sphere review is assigned the following distinctive short-form 

designation: “Sphere of Influence Study for the City of Seal Beach” (SOI 

05-32). 

Section 4. The Executive Officer is hereby authorized and directed to mail copies of 

this resolution as provided in Section 56882 of the Government Code. 

 

AYES:  

NOES:   

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

 

 I, BOB BOUER, Chair of the Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange County, 

California, hereby certify that the above and foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted 

by said Commission at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 8th day of March, 2006. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 8th day of March, 2006. 
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      BOB BOUER 
      Chair of the Orange County 
      Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
 
      By: ________________________________ 

Bob Bouer 
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TO:  Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM: Executive Officer 
  Assistant Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Municipal Services Review for the City of Costa 

Mesa (MSR 06-26) 
 
The attached report includes the Municipal Service Review (MSR) and for 
the City of Costa Mesa.  LAFCOs are required by statute (Government 
Code Section 56430) to conduct MSRs as a way to assist agencies and 
residents by: (1) evaluating existing municipal services, and (2) identifying 
any future constraints or challenges that may impact service delivery in 
the next 15 to 20 years. 
 
LAFCOs are also required to complete Sphere of Influence (SOI) reviews 
in conjunction with Municipal Service Reviews for each city and special 
district at least once every five years.  SOIs identify a city’s (or district’s) 
ultimate service boundary within a 15-year time horizon.  An SOI is used 
as a long range planning tool that guides future LAFCO decisions on 
individual jurisdictional boundary changes, incorporation proposals, 
district formation, and proposals for consolidation, merger, or formation 
of subsidiary districts.  A comprehensive update to the City of Costa 
Mesa’s sphere of influence is scheduled for 2007. 
 
No Significant Issues Identified 
No significant issues were identified for the City of Costa Mesa.  Staff is 
recommending that the Commission receive and file the MSR report 
(Attachment 1) and adopt the nine MSR determinations contained therein. 
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
LAFCO is the lead agency under CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) for the 
City of Costa Mesa Municipal Service Review.  Staff completed an initial study, and it 
was determined that a project involving only feasibility or planning studies for possible 
future actions which the agency, board, or commission has not approved, adopted or 
funded does not require the preparation of an EIR.  Accordingly, a Draft Negative 
Declaration (Attachment 2) was prepared and noticed in accordance with existing 
guidelines for implementing CEQA.  No comments on the Draft Negative Declaration 
have been received.  
 
Additionally, staff recommends that the Commission certify that, based upon the 
Negative Declaration, the Municipal Service Review will not individually or 
cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of 
the Fish and Game Code, and direct staff to file a de minimus statement with California 
Wildlife, Fish and Game (Attachment 3). 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff recommends that the Commission: 
 

1. Receive and file the Municipal Service Review Report for the City of Costa Mesa 
(Attachment 1). 

2. Adopt the Draft Negative Declaration (Attachment 2) prepared for the proposed 
City of Costa Mesa Municipal Service Review. 

3. Certify the De Minimus Impact Finding Statement for the California Wildlife, Fish 
and Game Department (Attachment 3). 

4. Adopt the resolution for the City of Costa Mesa Municipal Service Review 
adopting the nine MSR determinations (Attachment 4). 
 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
__________________________     _____________________ 
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE      BOB ALDRICH 
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Attachments: 
 
1. MSR Report 
2. Draft Negative Declaration 
3. De Minimus Impact Findings 
4. LAFCO Resolution 
 

 



AAttttaacchhmmeenntt  11  ––  

CCiittyy  ooff  CCoossttaa  MMeessaa  
MMuunniicciippaall  SSeerrvviiccee  RReevviieeww  RReeppoorrtt  

 



  ATTACHMENT 1 

 

July 12, 2006 

MSR/SOI Report
City of Costa Mesa 



 Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
  Municipal Service & Sphere of Influence Review Report for the 
  City of Costa Mesa (MSR 06-26)    

  July 12, 2006 
 
 

Table of Contents  - i - 

 

Table of Contents 

TABLE OF CONTENTS ..............................................................................................................I 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .......................................................................................................... 2 

INTRODUCTION......................................................................................................................... 4 

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATES.............................................................................................. 5 
HISTORY OF COSTA MESA ............................................................................................................ 5 

THE NINE DETERMINATIONS............................................................................................... 8 

GROWTH AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS ........................................................................... 8 
FINANCING CONTRAINTS & OPPORTUNITIES...................................................................... 14 
COST AVOIDANCE OPPORTUNITIES/OPPORTUNITIES FOR SHARED FACILITIES ... 16 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR RATE RESTRUCTURING .................................................................... 16 
GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE OPTIONS .................................................................................... 16 
LOCAL ACCOUNTABILITY & GOVERNANCE ........................................................................ 17 

SERVICE REVIEW DETERMINATIONS............................................................................. 20 



 Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
  Municipal Service & Sphere of Influence Review Report for the 
  City of Costa Mesa (MSR 06-26 & SOI 06-27)    

  July 12, 2006 
 
 

The Nine Determinations  - 2 - 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The purpose of this report is to provide a comprehensive review of the municipal 
services provided by the City of Costa Mesa.  Municipal Service Reviews (MSRs) are 
required by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000 to be completed before (or 
concurrently with) an agency’s sphere of influence update.  The report is organized into 
five sections: 
 

1. Executive Summary – Provides an overview of the report’s structure and content. 

2. Introduction – Explains the statutory requirements related to municipal service 
and sphere of influence reviews. 

3. History of Costa Mesa – Provides a brief historical overview of the Costa Mesa 
MSR area. 

4. The Nine Determinations – Examines the City of Costa Mesa’s structure and 
service provision as they relate to the nine municipal service review (MSR) 
determinations required by law. 

5. Service Review Determinations - Summarizes LAFCO staff’s nine MSR 
determinations based on the analysis of the City of Costa Mesa’s structure and 
service provision. 

 

MUNICIPAL REVIEW SUMMARY 
No significant issues were noted.  The City is projected to have modest growth over the 
next 15 years (approximately 5,600 new residents), and no significant infrastructure 
needs or deficiencies were noted.  While the City’s operating and capital budget for FY 
2006-2007 projects expenditures exceeding revenues by approximately $7.7 million, this 
is largely due to the City’s aggressive capital improvements program currently 
underway.  The City has sufficient operating reserves and appropriations fund balances 
to cover the projected budget shortfall.  No rate restructuring opportunities were noted.  
The City uses private contracts wherever possible to reduce costs and increase 
management efficiencies.  The City uses a variety of means to increase local 
accountability and governance. 

With respect to government structure options, there remain four unincorporated areas 
located within the City’s sphere of influence: (1) West Santa Ana Heights; (2) the Santa 
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Ana Country Club; (3) the South Mesa area; and, (4) approximately ten acres of territory 
located north of 22nd Street and east of Santa Ana Avenue.  Two government structure 
options exist for the City: 

1. Annexation of West Santa Ana Heights, the Santa Ana Country Club, 
South Mesa and the ten-acre territory north of 22nd Street and east of Santa 
Ana Avenue, and 

2. Annexation of territory not currently included in the City’s current sphere 
of influence.  This may include the 465-acre Banning Ranch property. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Pursuant to a 2000 legislative requirement, LAFCO must conduct a comprehensive 
review of municipal service delivery and update, as necessary, the spheres of influence 
of agencies under LAFCO’s jurisdiction not less than every five years. The Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 requires that LAFCO 
review municipal services before updating the spheres of influence and to prepare a 
written statement of determination with respect to each of the following: 
 

1)  Infrastructure needs or deficiencies; 
2)  Growth and population projections for the affected area; 
3)  Financing constraints and opportunities: 
4)  Cost avoidance opportunities: 
5)  Opportunities for rate restructuring; 
6)  Opportunities for shared facilities; 
7)  Government structure options, including advantages and disadvantages of 

consolidation or reorganization of service providers; 
8)  Evaluation of management efficiencies; and 
9)  Local accountability and governance. 

 
The MSR process does not require LAFCO to initiate changes of organization based on 
service review findings; it only requires that LAFCO make “determinations” regarding 
the provision of public services per Government Code Section 56430.  The ultimate 
outcome of conducting a service review, however, may result in LAFCO taking 
discretionary action on a change of organization or a reorganization.  
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SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATES 
LAFCO is also charged with adopting a sphere of influence for each city and special 
district within the county. A sphere of influence is a planning boundary that designates 
the agency’s probable future boundary and service area. Spheres are planning tools 
used to provide guidance for individual proposals involving jurisdictional changes. 
Spheres ensure the provision of efficient services while discouraging urban sprawl and 
the premature conversion of agricultural and open space lands. The Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg (CKH) Act requires LAFCO to develop and determine the sphere of 
influence of each local governmental agency within the county, and to review and 
update the SOI every five years. In determining the SOI, LAFCO must address the 
following: 
 

1)  Present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-
space lands; 

2)  Present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area; 
3)  Present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public service that the 

agency provides or is authorized to provide; and 
4)  Existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if 

LAFCO determines that they are relevant to the agency. 
 

A comprehensive sphere of influence update will be completed for the City of Costa 
Mesa in 2007. 

HISTORY OF COSTA MESA1 
Located on the “coastal tableland” above Newport Bay, Costa Mesa was once grazing 
grounds for cattle belonging to the Mission San Juan Capistrano.  At the beginning of 
the 19th century, missionaries built an adobe “way station” for vaqueros who tended the 
herd.  In 1810, the same area was a part of the Spanish land grant of Santiago Del Santa 
Ana made to Jose Antonio Yorba.  By 1880, settlers had begun buying portions of the 
rancho from Yorba’s heirs and established the town of Fairview.    A school house and 
church were built near the present intersection of Harbor and Adams, and a 25-room 
hotel accommodated visitors to the nearby hot sulfur springs.  By early 1889, a storm 
washed out the railroad and brought financial hardship to the community.  The area 
reverted back to farming. 
 
About that same time, the small town of Harper (named after a nearby rancher) 
emerged.  Its first business, Ozmen’s General Store, stood on the corner of Newport and 

                                                 
1 City of Costa Mesa General Plan (2000) 
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18th Street and contained the area’s first post office, established in 1909.  On May 11, 
1920, Harper officially changed its name to Costa Mesa, which means “coastal 
tableland” in Spanish, and continued as an agricultural community growing sweet 
potatoes, corn, tomatoes, strawberries and apples.  Building and oil drilling industries 
were just beginning to bring new growth to the City when the depression hit Southern 
California.  More disaster followed with the 1933 earthquake shook the town, damaging 
businesses and the main school. 
 
World War II brought thousands of people to the area for training at the Santa Ana 
Army Air Base, located on what is now the Orange County Fairgrounds, Orange Coast 
College and the present site of the Costa Mesa Civic Center.  When the war ended, 
many returned with their families to begin the population boom which continues today.  
On June 29, 1953, the City was incorporated under the City Council-Manager form of 
government.  The new City had an area of 3.5 square miles and a population of 16,640. 
Today, Costa Mesa is one of Orange County’s leading cultural and business centers, 
encompassing a total of 16.8 square miles.  According to the State Department of 
Finance, the current population is approximately113, 134. 
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Exhibit 1 – City of Costa Mesa Sphere Influence 
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THE NINE DETERMINATIONS 
GROWTH AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
Countywide Growth Trends 
As of January 1, 2005, the official population estimate for Orange County from the 
California State Department of Finance for Orange County was 3,056,865. This 
population estimate ranks Orange County as the second most populous county in 
California and the fifth most populous in the nation. Population growth is expected to 
reach 3,340,282 people by the year 2020. The most significant factor contributing to 
Orange County’s population growth is natural increase (births minus deaths). In terms 
of density, Orange County ranks second within California, just behind the County/City 
of San Francisco. Table 1- County Population and Density Comparisons, below, shows 
Orange County’s size in comparison to other nearby counties. 
 
Table 1 – County Population and Density Comparisons 

County Population 

Unin-
corporated 
Percentage 

2000 

Unin-
corporated 
Percentage 

2004 

Land 

Area 
(acres) 

Simple 

Density 
(persons/ 

acre) 

Alameda 1,466,900 9.3% 9.3% 472,060 3.11 

Contra Costa 963,000 19.2% 15.7% 460,740 2.09 

Los Angeles 9,716,000 10.5% 10.5% 2,598,980 3.74 

Orange 2,978,816 7.7% 3.7% 505,220 5.73 

Riverside 1,577,700 26.4% 26.8% 4,612,740 0.34 

Sacramento 1,242,000 53.1% 45.7% 618,050 2.01 

San 
Bernardino 

1,742,300 17.3% 15.9% 12,833,600 0.14 

Santa Clara 1,709,500 6.1% 5.7% 826,050 2.07 

San Diego 2,856,300 16.1% 15.6% 2,687,940 1.06 

 
Growth within the City of Costa Mesa 
Starting as a small cattle grazing and agricultural community, Costa Mesa has grown 
into city of approximately 113,134 residents.  Now known as the “City of the Arts,” 
Costa Mesa encompasses a total of 16.8 square miles with its southern-most border less 
than two miles from the Pacific Ocean.  The dominant industries for the City are trade, 
manufacturing, services, finance/insurance and real estate.   
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The Orange County Performing Arts Center, South Coast Repertory, Orange County 
Fairgrounds, Triangle Square, Metro Pointe and South Coast Plaza are prominent 
centers of cultural and economic activity within the City.  The volume of sales 
generated by the South Coast Plaza, the City’s regional mall, ranks it among the highest 

volume shopping centers in the 
nation.  The City of Costa Mesa 
offers 27 neighborhood and 
community parks, golf courses, 15 
elementary schools, two 
intermediate schools, two high 
schools, and two County branch 
libraries.  The City is also home to 
Orange Coast College, Vanguard 
University, Whittier Law School 
and National University. 
 
The City has a total population of 
113,134 and is project to reach 
118,764 by 2020.  The City has a 

diverse land use mix: 48 percent of which is designated for residential use, 14 percent 
for commercial use, 13 percent for industrial uses, and 25 percent allocated for public 
and semi-public uses.  In 1998, employment in the city totaled 77,415, with projected 
employment in 2020 expected to increase to 106,708. 
  
Table 2 – City of Costa Mesa Land Use Distribution 
 

Land Use Distribution Total Acres % of City 

Low-Density Residential 2,170 27% 
Medium-Density Residential 820 10% 

High-Density Residential 878 11% 
Commercial-Residential 44 0.5% 

Neighborhood Commercial 45 0.6% 
General Commercial 631 8% 
Commercial Center 93 1% 

Regional Commercial 115 1% 
Urban Center Commercial 161 2% 

Cultural Arts Center 54 0.7% 
Industrial Park 714 9% 
Light Industry 382 5% 

Public/Institutional 1,287 16% 
Golf Course 560 7% 
Fairgrounds 146 2% 
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Table 3 – City of Costa Mesa Housing and Employment Projections 
Year Dwelling Units Employees 

2005 40,643 95,099 

2010 40,873 102,461 

2015 41,730 103,726 

2020 42,469 106,708 

  Source:  Center of Demographic Research, CSUF 

 
The City’s General Plan, adopted in 2002, incorporates an integrated framework of 
growth management, land use, circulation, infrastructure and community design goals 
and policies which, when used together, manages growth and development and assists 
in maintaining and enhancing the City’s existing quality of life.  A major goal of the 
General Plan’s Growth Management Element is to “…ensure that planning, 
management and implementation of traffic improvements and public facilities are 
adequate to meet the current and projected needs of the City.” 
 
The City has adopted a seven-year Capital Improvements Program (FY 2005-06 through 
FY 2011-12) which allocates almost $214 million over the seven year period for street 
maintenance and improvements, traffic signalization, parks, parkways and median 
upgrades, community programs and facilities maintenance. In FY 2005-2006 alone, the 
City has allocated approximately $12 million for capital improvements, including $3.4 
million to upgrade the TeWinkle Park Athletic Field Complex. The City has adequately 
planned for future growth and associated infrastructure through its General Plan 
update process and Capital Improvement Program (CIP).   
 
No significant issues were noted. 
 

INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS & DEFICIENCIES 
This determination addresses the adequacy of existing and planned infrastructure 
needed to accommodate future growth and the efficient delivery of public services.  The 
City of Costa Mesa was incorporated on June 29, 1953 and a City Council-Manager form 
of government was chosen.  The City or other agencies which provide services to Costa 
Mesa residents are described in Table 4, below. 
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Table 4 – City of Costa Mesa Service Providers 
Service Current Provider 

Animal Control City of Costa Mesa 

City Attorney Contract (Jones and Mayer) 

Planning and 
Community 

Development 
City of Costa Mesa 

Fire & Paramedic City of Costa Mesa 

Library County of Orange 

Parks & Recreation City of Costa Mesa 

Police  City of Costa Mesa 

Solid Waste Costa Mesa Sanitary District 

Water  
 Irvine Ranch Water District 

 Mesa Consolidated Water District 

Sewer 
Costa Mesa Sanitary District 

Orange County Sanitation District 
 
The City’s existing General Plan establishes levels of service for municipal services and 
mandates ongoing review of key public services.  This helps to ensure orderly City 
growth and development and that services and facilities will be provided concurrent 
with need.  To ensure ongoing implementation of adequate public service programs, 
the City adopts an annual budget, an annual capital improvement program (CIP) and 
work program to ensure that service levels are maintained or improved and that the 
CIP is adequately funded.   For FY 2005-2006, the CIP budget allocates over $12 million 
to enhance existing infrastructure and provide new infrastructure to aid in service 
delivery to the City of Costa Mesa.   Key projects funded for FY 2005-2006 include street 
and traffic signal improvements, parks maintenance and upgrades, water quality 
projects and facilities maintenance. 
 
Police Services 
The City of Costa Mesa Police Department provides public safety services to City 
residents, businesses and visitors.  The mission involves: crime prevention, field patrol 
(ground and air), crime investigation, apprehension of offenders, traffic enforcement 
and control, regulation of non-criminal activity, animal control and the performance of 
a number of related and support services.  The Police Department is comprised of 
approximately 228 full-time personnel, of which 154 are sworn police officers and 74 are 
civilian support personnel.  In addition there are part-time personnel and senior 
volunteers that augment department personnel. 
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An October 2005 survey of 22 police agencies within Orange County, conducted by the 
Orange County Register, indicated that the City has an officer to population ratio of one 
officer for every 783 residents.  The 
Register survey measured 
effectiveness of police agencies in 
eight categories:  response time, 
citizens per officer, homicide 
clearance, violent crime clearance, 
property crime clearance, burglary 
clearance, violent crime rate and 
property crime rate.  When 
compared to other police agencies 
countywide, the Costa Mesa Police 
Department was one of only seven 
police agencies that received the 
highest “4-star” rating.   According 
to the study, average response time 
for life-threatening emergencies within Costa Mesa averaged 3.23 minutes – one of the 
fastest response times of any police agency countywide. 
 
Fire Services 
The City of Costa Mesa Fire Department is responsible for fire prevention, enforcement 
of fire protection laws and ordinances, fire suppression, emergency medical services, 
hazardous materials response and weed abatement.  There are six existing fire stations 
strategically located throughout the City.  Costa Mesa has achieved and maintains a 
“protection class two”, which affords residents and business owners excellent base fire 
insurance rates.  This is accomplished by continual monitoring of existing conditions, 
review of all building projects and planning for additional fire protection facilities, 
equipment, personnel and training to meet future needs. 
 
Open Space, Parks and Recreation 
Open space in Costa Mesa includes neighborhood and community parks, community 
centers, open space easements and golf courses.  There are also County-owned regional 
facilities within and adjacent to the City limits and a large amount of institutional land.  
The total inventory of open space and recreation land comprises approximately 20 
percent of the total land area of the City.   
 
The City’s General Plan Open Space and Recreation Element states that the City’s long-
term goal is to provide a minimum of 5.76 acres of permanent public open space 
(consisting of 4.26 acres of neighborhood and community parks and 1.5 acres in school 
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yards) for every 1,000 residents.  The City has not met all of its current population’s 
open space and parks needs, therefore, additional parks and facilities must be provided 
to serve existing constituents.  Since not all of the needs can be met at once, the City has 
adopted a Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan to guide future improvements 
to address current system deficiencies and to meet the long-term community needs. 
 
Water and Sewer 
Water service to the City of Costa Mesa is provided by two water supply agencies:  
Mesa Consolidated Water District and Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD).  A majority 

of the City (85%) is within the 
boundaries of Mesa Consolidated 
which also serves unincorporated 
areas of the County and portions of 
Newport Beach.  Properties to the 
southeast of Newport Boulevard, 
between 23rd and Bristol Streets, are 
served by IRWD.  Approximately 
75 percent of Mesa’s water supply 
is pumped from natural 
underground water aquifers located 
in the Orange County Groundwater 
Basin.  The remaining 25 percent of 
Mesa’s water supply is imported 
from the Metropolitan Water 

District via two wholesale water agencies: MWDOC and Coastal.  Approximately 50 
percent of IRWD’s water is purchased from MWD; the remaining 50 percent of the 
supply comes from local groundwater wells. 
 
Each water agency maintains master plans for services, facilities, maintenance, and 
improvements necessary to support existing and projected population growth and 
development.  Conservation practices and requirements to meet regional, state and 
federal water quality regulations are included within the respective plans.  Each agency 
maintains a capital improvements program for the provision of water system 
improvements, special projects and ongoing maintenance.  Water demands are 
monitored and periodically the plans are updated to account for any service issues and 
regulatory changes. 
  
The Costa Mesa Sanitary District (CMSD) is the local sewer agency for the majority of 
Costa Mesa.  The remaining portions of the City are served directly by the Orange 
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County Sanitation District (OCSD).  Both CMSD and CSDOC maintain master plans 
based on anticipated land use intensities in order to estimate and plan for future needs. 
 
No significant issues regarding infrastructure needs and deficiencies were noted. 

FINANCING CONTRAINTS & OPPORTUNITIES 
The City of Costa Mesa FY 05-06 adopted budget reflects the operating and capital 
spending plans for the General Fund, Special Revenue Funds, Capital Project Funds, 
and Internal Service Funds.  The total budget for all funds is $118.4 million, an increase 
of $8.2 million or 7.47% compared to the adopted budget for FY 04-05.  Table 5, below, 
illustrates these changes. 
 
Table 5 - City of Costa Mesa Adopted Operating and Capital Spending Plans 
Appropriations/ 

All Funds 
Adopted 
FY 05-06 

Adopted 
FY 04-05 

Increase/Decrease
Amount 

Increase/ 
Decrease 

% 
% of 
Total 

Operating 
Budget $104,535,301 $96,488,870 $8,046,431 8.34% 88.31%

Transfers Out 1,874,000 2,938,680 (1,064,680) -36.23% 1.58%

Capital Budget 11,970,254 10,720,058 1,250,196 11.66% 10.11%

TOTAL $118,379,555 $110,147,608 $8,231,947 7.47% 100.00%
 
Table 6, below, summarizes the City of Costa Mesa revenue fund sources for Fiscal 
Years 04-05 and 05-06.  The table includes all governmental funds, including the 
General Fund (taxes, licenses and permits, fines, fees and charges, interest, etc.), special 
revenue funds and capital project funds.  Sales and use taxes represents Costa Mesa’s 
single largest revenue source which is estimated at $43.8 million or almost 50 percent of 
the total General Fund revenues projected for FY 05-06.  Property tax is the second 
largest source of revenue for the City.  The FY 05-06 estimated revenue form all 
property tax collections is $21 million or 23.62 percent of the total General Fund 
revenues. 
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Table 6 – City of Costa Mesa Revenue Funds 

Governmental 
Fund Types 

Adopted 
FY 05-06 

Adopted 
FY 04-05 

Increase/Decrease
Amount 

Increase/ 
Decrease 

% 

% of 
Total 

General Fund $95,055,890 $87,929,980 $7,125,910 8.10% 85.39%

Special 
Revenue 

Funds 
7,575,064 10,308,881 (2,733,817) -26.52% 6.80%

Capital 
Project Funds 8,692,615 6,251,093 2,441,522 39.06% 7.81%

TOTAL $111,323,569 $104,489,954 $6,833,615 6.54% 100.00%
 

For many years, the City has embarked on an aggressive capital improvement program 
to improve and maintain its infrastructure including streets, curbs and sidewalks, storm 

drains, traffic operations, parks, 
parkways, and medians, municipal 
buildings and facilities.  Over the 
last nine years, the City has 
dedicated approximately $121 
million (or an average of $13.5 
million a year) for capital 
improvements.  For FY 05-06, the 
City has allocated almost $12 
million for capital improvements. 
 
For FY 05-06, projected City 
expenditures will exceed overall 
City revenues by approximately 
$7,714,485.  This is largely due to 

the aggressive citywide capital improvements program underway.  The City has 
sufficient general operating reserves and appropriations fund balances to cover the 
projected budget shortfall. 
 
No significant issues were noted. 
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COST AVOIDANCE OPPORTUNITIES/OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
SHARED FACILITIES 
The City of Costa Mesa contracts, when feasible, for various services including City 
attorney services, tree trimming, custodial services and specialized/personal 
enrichment recreation program services.  The City’s core services, police, fire, 
engineering, transportation, planning, building plan check and inspection, code 
enforcement, and parks and recreation services, continue to be provided by City staff.  
 
No significant issues were noted. 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR RATE RESTRUCTURING 
The Costa Mesa City Council reviews its budget annually and establishes fees and 
charges for services to ensure that revenues are adequate to meet expected expenses. 
Fees charged by some service providers are beyond the purview of the City of Costa 
Mesa; however, the City works closely with service providers to ensure the most 
efficient and cost effective services. 
 
No significant issues were noted. 

GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE OPTIONS 
In 2000, Orange County LAFCO, in cooperation with the County, and the League of 
Cities – Orange County Division, initiated a small islands program to facilitate the 
annexation of small unincorporated islands to adjacent Orange County cities.  The City 
of Costa Mesa was an active participant in this program, initiating annexation of all 
unincorporated territory within their City’s sphere of influence.  In 2002, LAFCO 
approved the annexation of five small islands to Costa Mesa and a reorganization of 
territory with the City of Newport Beach of a larger 80-acre island (“Bay Knolls”).  
Annexation attempts by the City of Costa Mesa for both the Santa Ana Country Club 
and the South Mesa areas in 2002, while approved by LAFCO, were subsequently 
terminated by registered voter protest. 
 
Four unincorporated areas, described below, remain within the City’s sphere of 
influence: 
 

• West Santa Ana Heights – 83 acres bounded on the west by the Santa Ana Country 
Club and to the south by the unincorporated South Mesa residential/commercial 
area.  The West Santa Ana Heights area includes a mix of land uses including 



 Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
  Municipal Service & Sphere of Influence Review Report for the 
  City of Costa Mesa (MSR 06-26)    

  July 12, 2006 
 
 

Review & Analysis of Service Provision  - 17 - 

residential, convalescent care, nurseries and dog kennels. East Santa Ana Heights 
was annexed to the City of Newport Beach in 2002. 

 
• Santa Ana Country Club – the 125-acre private golf course facility is south of 

Bristol Street and bounded by Mesa Drive, Newport Boulevard, Santa Ana 
Avenue/Red Hill. 

 
• South Mesa – The unincorporated South Mesa area, approximately 88 acres in 

size, is predominantly residential but includes a commercial center at the corner 
of Mesa Drive and Irvine Avenue. 

 
• 22nd Street/Santa Ana Avenue – Originally approved by LAFCO for annexation to 

the City of Costa Mesa in 2002, the annexation was subsequently terminated by 
registered voter protest. 

 
Two government structure options currently exist for the City of Costa Mesa: 
 

1. Annexation of West Santa Ana Heights, the Santa Ana Country Club, the South 
Mesa area and the 22nd Street/Santa Ana Avenue island, and  

 
2. Annexation of territory not included in the City’s current sphere of influence.  

This may include the 456-acre Banning Ranch property. 
 
Other governmental structure options may also exist with the reorganization of special 
districts that currently serve the City.  LAFCO will be examining those options during 
the next MSR/SOI five year cycle. 
 

LOCAL ACCOUNTABILITY & GOVERNANCE 
No significant issues regarding local accountability and governance were noted. The 
City of Costa Mesa has five (5) council members, elected at-large, for four year, 
staggered terms. The city council selects the Mayor and Mayor Pro Tem annually to 
serve one-year terms. The council members also serve on special committees that 
review specific issues and make recommendations to the full city council. 
 
The city council meets on the first and third Tuesday of each month.  All council 
meetings are televised live through the city’s local cable television outlet.  Reruns of the 
council meetings are available on line through the City’s website:  www.ci.costa-
mesa.ca.us.   The City maintains a website to increase local accountability. Table 7, 
below, lists the current city council members and their terms of office. 



 Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
  Municipal Service & Sphere of Influence Review Report for the 
  City of Costa Mesa (MSR 06-26)    

  July 12, 2006 
 
 

Review & Analysis of Service Provision  - 18 - 

 



 Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
  Municipal Service & Sphere of Influence Review Report for the 
  City of Costa Mesa (MSR 06-26)    

  July 12, 2006 
 
 

Review & Analysis of Service Provision  - 19 - 

Table 7 – Costa Mesa City Council Members 
City of Costa Mesa 
Council Members Title 

 
Term Expires 

Monthly 
Stipend* 

Allan Mansoor Mayor 2006 $952.00 

Eric Bever Mayor Pro Tem 2008 $952.00 

Gary Monihan Council Member 2006 $952.00 

Linda Dixon Council Member 2008 $952.00 

Katrina Foley Council Member 2008 $952.00 

*Council members are also eligible to receive certain insurance, medical and retirement benefits as 
well as professional training opportunities.
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SERVICE REVIEW 
DETERMINATIONS 
 
1)  Growth & Population Projections 

   The City is projected to experience an increase of approximately 5,600 residents by the     
year 2020. 
 
2)  Infrastructure Needs & Deficiencies 
The future growth projected for the City, while modest, will increase the demand for 
additional municipal level services. The City of Costa Mesa reviews infrastructure 
needs annually through it budget and capital improvement program to ensure that 
those city services will match projected growth. The City prides itself on providing a 
high level of municipal services for its residents. 
 
3)  Financing Opportunities & Constraints 
For FY 05-06, projected City expenditures will exceed overall City revenues by 
approximately $7,714,485.  This is largely due to the aggressive citywide capital 
improvements program underway.  The City has sufficient general operating reserves 
and appropriations fund balances to cover the projected budget shortfall.  
 
4)  Opportunities for Rate Restructuring 
No issues regarding rate restructuring currently apply. 

 
5)  Government Structure Options 
Two government structure options currently exist for the City of Costa Mesa: 
 

• Annexation of West Santa Ana Heights, the Santa Ana Country Club, the South 
Mesa area and the 22nd Street/Santa Ana Avenue island, and  

 
• Annexation of territory not included in the City’s current sphere of influence.  

This may include the 456-acre Banning Ranch property. 
 
Other governmental structure options may also exist with the reorganization of special 
districts that currently serve the City.  LAFCO will be examining those options during 
the next MSR/SOI five year cycle. 
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6)  Local Accountability & Governance 
The City of Costa Mesa provides a strong resident outreach effort to its residents 
through its website, televised City Council meetings and community outreach efforts 
for City residents. 
  
7)  Opportunities for Cost Avoidance 
No significant issues were noted. 
 
8)  Opportunities for Management Efficiencies 
No significant issues were noted. 

 
9)  Opportunities for Shared Facilities 
No significant issues were noted. 
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         ATTACHMENT 2 

 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 
1) Project Title:    City of Costa Mesa Municipal Services Review  
      (MSR 06-26)  
 
 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Orange County LAFCO 

     12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
     Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 
 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Bob Aldrich, Assistant Executive Officer, (714) 834-2556 
 
 
4.    Project Location: The City of Costa Mesa comprises approximately 16.8 square miles and is located  
   east of the City of Huntington Beach, south of the City of Santa Ana, and north and 

west of the City of Newport Beach. 
 
 
5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address: Orange County LAFCO 

      12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
      Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 
 
6. General Plan Designation:  Residential, Industrial, Commercial and Open Space 
 
 
7.    Zoning:    Residential, Industrial, Commercial and Open Space 
 
 
8. Description of Project:  Pursuant to Government Code Section 56430, LAFCO is required by law to 

conduct Municipal Service Reviews (MSRs) for all cities and special districts located within Orange 
County.  MSRs are a new mandate from the state legislature which requires LAFCO to prepare 
special studies on future growth and evaluate how local agencies are planning for growth through 
their municipal service and infrastructure systems. 

 
Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15074, the Commission will review and 
consider the adoption of a negative declaration relating to the preparation of the Municipal Service 
Review study for the City of Newport Beach.  The negative declaration confirms the findings of the 
associated initial study that the proposed project (MSR 06-26) will not have a significant effect on the 
environment.  
 
LAFCO staff is recommending that the Commission: (1) receive and file the City of Costa Mesa 
MSR report, and (2) adopt nine written statements of its determination regarding the following 
factors: infrastructure needs  or deficiencies; growth and population projections; financing constraints 
and opportunities; cost avoidance opportunities; opportunities for rate restructuring; opportunities for 
shared facilities; government structure options; management efficiencies; and, local accountability 
and governance.  
 



   
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  The City and surrounding areas are largely urbanized.  About 50 

percent of the City of Costa Mesa is developed with residential uses, 12 percent is commercial, and 
14 percent is industrial. 

 
 
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation 

agreement): 
None 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
∼ Aesthetics 
 
∼ Biological Resources 
 
∼ Hazards & Hazardous 

Materials 
 
∼ Mineral Resources 
 
∼ Public Services 
 
∼ Utilities / Service Systems 

 
∼ Agriculture Resources 
 
∼ Cultural Resources 
 
∼ Hydrology / Water Quality 
 
∼ Noise 
 
∼ Recreation 
 
∼ Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

 
∼ Air Quality 
 
∼ Geology / Soils 
 
∼ Land Use / Planning 
 
∼ Population / Housing 
 
∼ Transportation / Traffic 

 
DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency): 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
∼ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to 
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
∼ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
∼ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant  or “potentially significant unless 

mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
∼ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 

all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant 
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that 
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 



   

 

                                                                                       July 12, 2006 
Signature       Date 
Joyce Crosthwaite, Executive Officer    Orange County LAFCO 
Printed Name       For 



   

 

 
 
 
 

Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 
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Less Than 
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Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

I.  AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

   X 

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, tress, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

 

   X 

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

 

   X 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the aesthetics 
of the project area.  This includes not adversely affecting 
scenic vistas, damaging scenic resources, degrading visual 
character, or creating new sources of light.  

 

   X 

II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation 
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland.  Would the project: 

 

    

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

 

   X 

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

 

   X 
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c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural 
use? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not cause any 
specific new developments to be undertaken and will not 
result in any significant direct or cumulative impacts on 
the agricultural resources of the project area. 
 

   X 

III.  AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations.  
Would the project: 

 

   X 

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

 

   X 

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

 

   X 

c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is nonattainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 

   X 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

 
 

   X 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not cause any specific 
new developments to be undertaken and will not result in 
any significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
agricultural resources of the project area. 
 

   X 

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
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a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

   X 

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

   X 

c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

 

   X 

d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

 

   X 

e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

 

   X 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
specific new developments to be built.  The project will 
not result in any significant direct or cumulative impacts 
on the biological resources of the project area and this 
includes adversely affecting endangered, threatened, or 
rare species and their habitat. 

   X 
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V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in § 
15064.5? 

 

   X 

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to § 15064.5? 

 

   X 

c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

   X 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the cultural 
resources of the project area. 
 

   X 

VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:     

a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or 
death involving: 

 

   X 

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

 

   X 

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 

   X 

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 

   X 

iv)  Landslides? 
 

   X 

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

 

   X 
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

 

   X 

d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 

 

   X 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the geology or 
soils of the project area including contributing to soil 
erosion or exposing individuals or structures to loss, such 
as injury or death, resulting from earthquakes or 
landslides. 

 

   X 

VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  
Would the project: 

    

a)   Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

 

   X 

b)   Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

 

   X 

c)   Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

 

   X 

d)   Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

 

   X 
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e)   For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

 

   X 

f)   For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

 

   X 

g)   Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

 

   X 

h)   Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts with respect to 
creating hazards or hazardous materials within the project 
area. 
 

   X 

VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would 
the project: 
 

    

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

 

   X 

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

     

   X 

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

 

   X 
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d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

 

   X 

e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm 
water drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

 

   X 

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 

   X 

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

 

   X 

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

 

   X 

i)   Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 

   X 

j)   Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
DISCUSSION: The Municipal Service Review is a feasibility 
and planning study that will not result in a depletion of 
groundwater supplies, alteration of existing drainage 
patterns, creation of runoff water, exposure of people to a 
significant risk of flooding nor will it result in a net deficit 
in aquifer volume. 
 

   X 

IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:     

a)  Physically divide an established community? 
 

   X 

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not  limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

 

   X 
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c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
specific new developments to be built.  Updating the 
agency’s sphere of influence will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts with respect to 
land use planning within the project area. 
 

   X 

X.MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and 
the residents of the state? 

 

   X 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or 
other land use plan? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the mineral 
resources of the project area.  This includes not incurring 
the loss of known valuable resources. 
 

   X 

XI.  NOISE.  Would the project result in: 
 

    

a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

 

   X 

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 

   X 

c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

 

   X 

d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

 

   X 
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e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 

   X 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on noise levels 
within the project area.  This includes not exposing 
individuals to excess ground borne vibrations or 
substantially increasing ambient noises, whether 
temporary, periodical, or permanent. 

 

   X 

XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of road or other infrastructure)? 

 

   X 

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 

   X 

b) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
substantial population growth or displacement of housing 
or people. 
 

   X 

XIII.  PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project:     
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a)  Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

 

   X 

 Fire protection? 
 

   X 

 Police protection? 
 

   X 

 Schools? 
 

   X 

 Parks? 
 

   X 

 Other public facilities? 
 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
impacts on government facilities providing fire, police, 
schools, parks or other public services. 
 

   X 

XIV.  RECREATION.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)   Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

 

   X 

b)   Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not have any impact 
on government facilities providing fire, police, schools, 
parks or other public services. 
 

   X 

XV.  TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC.  Would the 
project: 
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a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

 

   X 

b)  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

 

   X 

c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 

   X 

d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

 

   X 

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

   X 

f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? 
 

   X 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct impact or cumulative impacts relating to 
transportation or circulation within the project area.  This 
includes not causing an increase in street or air traffic 
patterns, crating inadequate emergency access or parking 
capacity, or conflicting with adopted transportation 
policies. 
 

   X 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would 
the project: 

 

    

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

 

   X 



   

 

Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

b)  Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 

   X 

c)   Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

 

   X 

d)   Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

 

   X 

e)   Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

 

   X 

f)   Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 

   X 

g)   Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in the 
construction of new, or expansion or existing, water, 
wastewater and storm water drainage facilities. 
 

   X 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

    

a)  Does the project have the potential to 
substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat 
or a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant 
or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of an endangered, rare or 
threatened species; or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

 

   X 



   

 

Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

b)  Does the project have the potential to achieve 
short-term environmental goals to the 
disadvantage of long-term environmental 
goals?   

 

   X 

c) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are significant when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

 

   X 

d) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Service Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts relating to 
mandatory finding of significance within the project area.  
This includes not degrading the quality of the 
environment or causing substantial adverse effects on 
individuals, whether directly or indirectly. 

   X 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

 

 C E R T I F I C A T E   O F   F E E   E X E M P T I O N 
De Minimus Impact Finding 

 
Project Title/Location (include county): City of Costa Mesa Municipal Service Review (MSR 06-26) 
 
Name and Address of Project Applicant: 

Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
Santa Ana, CA  92701 
 

Project Description: Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15074, the  
Commission will review and consider the adoption of a negative declaration relating to the City of  
Costa Mesa Municipal Service Review. In accordance with Government Code Sections 56425  
and 56430, LAFCO is required to conduct regional studies on future growth and make written  
determinations about municipal services and how local agencies are planning for future growth  
within our municipal services and infrastructure systems. The negative declaration confirms the  
findings of the associated initial study that the proposed project (the Municipal Services Review for 
the City of Costa Mesa) will not have a significant effect on the environment. 

   
Findings of Exemption: 
 1. An Initial Study and Negative Declaration have been prepared by LAFCO to evaluate the 

project's effects on wildlife resources, if any. 
 2. The Lead Agency hereby finds that there is no evidence before LAFCO that the project will 

have any potential for adverse effect on the environment. 
 3. The project will not result in any changes to the following resources: 
  (A) Riparian land, rivers, streams, watercourses and wetlands; 
  (B) Native and non-native plant life and the soil required to sustain habitat for fish and wildlife; 
  (C) Rare and unique plant life and ecological communities dependant on plant life; 
  (D) Listed threatened and endangered plants and animals and the habitat in which they are 

believed to reside; 
  (E) All species listed as protected or identified for special management in the Fish and Game 

Code, the Public Resources Code, the Water Code or regulations adopted thereunder; 
  (F) All marine and terrestrial species subject to the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and 

Game and the ecological communities in which they reside; and 
  (G) All air and water resources, the degradation of which will individually or cumulatively 

result in a loss of biological diversity among the plants and animals residing in that air and 
water. 

 
CERTIFICATION: 
 I hereby certify that LAFCO has made the above finding(s) of fact and based upon the Initial Study, 
the Negative Declaration and the hearing record, the project will not individually or cumulatively have an 
adverse effect on wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.   
 
 
  
         
Lead Agency Representative:  Joyce Crosthwaite 
Title:  Executive Officer 
Date:  July 12, 2006 
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         ATTACHMENT 4 
 
 

MSR 06-26 
 
RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING THE 

MUNICIPAL SERVIEW REVIEW FOR THE  

CITY OF COSTA MESA 

July 12, 2006 
 

 On motion of Commissioner ___________________ , duly seconded and carried, the 

following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56430 requires that in order to prepare 

and to update spheres of influence the Commission shall conduct municipal service reviews prior 

to or in conjunction with action to update or adopt a sphere of influence; and  

WHEREAS, the Orange County LAFCO staff has prepared a report for the municipal 

service review for the City of Costa Mesa (MSR 06-26), and has furnished a copy of this report 

to each person entitled to a copy; and 

 WHEREAS, the report for the municipal service review for the City of Costa Mesa (MSR 

06-26) contains statements of determination as required by California Government Code Section 

56430 for the municipal services provided by the city; and  

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56427, set 

July 12, 2006 as the hearing date on this municipal service review proposal and gave the required 

notice of public hearing; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56428, has 

reviewed this proposal and prepared a report, including her recommendations thereon, and has 

furnished a copy of this report to each person entitled to a copy; and 

WHEREAS, the proposal consists of a municipal service review for the City of Costa 

Mesa; and 
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WHEREAS, this Commission called for and held a public hearing on the proposal on 

July 12, 2006, and at the hearing this Commission heard and received all oral and written 

protests, objections and evidence which were made, presented or filed, and all persons present 

were given an opportunity to hear and be heard with respect to this proposal and the report of the 

Executive Officer; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission considered the factors determined by the Commission to 

be relevant to this proposal, including, but not limited to, factors specified in Government Code 

Section 56841; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), LAFCO, as 

lead agency under CEQA for municipal service reviews, determined that the municipal service 

review for Costa Mesa (MSR 06-26) will not have a significant effect on the environment and 

has prepared a Negative Declaration. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of 

Orange DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER as follows: 

Section 1. Environmental Actions: 

a) LAFCO, as lead agency, has determined that the municipal service review 

for the City of Costa Mesa (MSR 06-26) will not have a significant effect 

on the environment as defined by State CEQA Guidelines.  The 

Commission has therefore adopted a Negative Declaration for the City of 

Costa Mesa municipal service review.  

b) The municipal service review will not individually or cumulatively have 

an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the 

Fish and Game Code.  

c) The Commission directs the Executive Officer to file a de minimus 

statement with California Wildlife, Fish and Game. 

Section 2. Determinations 

a) The Commission accepts the report for the municipal service review for 

the City of Costa Mesa (MSR 06-26) as presented to the Commission on 

July 12, 2006. 
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b) The Executive Officer’s staff report and recommendation for approval of 

the municipal service review for the City of Costa Mesa, dated July 12, 

2006, are hereby adopted. 

b) The Commission has adopted the accompanying Statement of 

Determinations for the City of Costa Mesa, shown as “Exhibit A.”  

Section 3. This review is assigned the following distinctive short-form designation: 

“Municipal Service Review for the City of Costa Mesa” (MSR 06-26). 

Section 4. The Executive Officer is hereby authorized and directed to mail copies of 

this resolution as provided in Section 56882 of the Government Code. 

 

AYES:  

NOES:   

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

 I, ROBERT BOUER, Chair of the Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange 

County, California, hereby certify that the above and foregoing resolution was duly and regularly 

adopted by said Commission at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 12th day of July, 2006. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 12th day of July, 2006. 

 
      ROBERT BOUER 
      Chair of the Orange County 
      Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
 
 
      By: ________________________________ 

Robert Bouer 



 

 
 

  

TThhee  NNiinnee  MMSSRR  DDeetteerrmmiinnaattiioonnss  ––  CCiittyy  ooff  CCoossttaa  MMeessaa  
 
 
1)  Growth & Population Projections 

   The City is projected to experience an increase of approximately 5,600 residents by the year 
2020. 
 
2)  Infrastructure Needs & Deficiencies 
The future growth projected for the City, while modest, will increase the demand for additional 
municipal level services. The City of Costa Mesa reviews infrastructure needs annually through 
it budget and capital improvement program to ensure that those city services will match 
projected growth. The City prides itself on providing a high level of municipal services for its 
residents. 
 
3)  Financing Opportunities & Constraints 
For FY 05-06, projected City expenditures will exceed overall City revenues by approximately 
$7,714,485.  This is largely due to the aggressive citywide capital improvements program 
underway.  The City has sufficient general operating reserves and appropriations fund balances 
to cover the projected budget shortfall.  
 
4)  Opportunities for Rate Restructuring 
No issues regarding rate restructuring currently apply. 

 
5)  Government Structure Options 
Two government structure options currently exist for the City of Costa Mesa: 
 

• Annexation of West Santa Ana Heights, the Santa Ana Country Club, the South Mesa 
area and the 22nd Street/Santa Ana Avenue island, and  

 
• Annexation of territory not included in the City’s current sphere of influence.  This may 

include the 456-acre Banning Ranch property. 
 
Other governmental structure options may also exist with the reorganization of special districts 
that currently serve the City.  LAFCO will be examining those options during the next MSR/SOI 
five year cycle. 
 
6)  Local Accountability & Governance 
The City of Costa Mesa provides a strong resident outreach effort to its residents through its 
website, televised City Council meetings and community outreach efforts for City residents. 
  
7)  Opportunities for Cost Avoidance 
No significant issues were noted. 

EXHIBIT A 



 

 
 

 
8)  Opportunities for Management Efficiencies 
No significant issues were noted. 

 
9)  Opportunities for Shared Facilities 
No significant issues were noted. 
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July 12, 2006 
 
 
 
TO:  Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM: Executive Officer 
  Assistant Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Municipal Services Review for the City of 

Newport Beach (MSR 06-28) 
 
 
 
The attached report includes the Municipal Service Review (MSR) and for 
the City of Newport Beach.  LAFCOs are required by statute (Government 
Code Section 56430) to conduct MSRs as a way to assist agencies and 
residents by: (1) evaluating existing municipal services, and (2) identifying 
any future constraints or challenges that may impact service delivery in 
the next 15 to 20 years. 
 
LAFCOs are also required to complete Sphere of Influence (SOI) reviews 
in conjunction with Municipal Service Reviews for each city and special 
district at least once every five years.  SOIs identify a city’s (or district’s) 
ultimate service boundary within a 15-year time horizon.  An SOI is used 
as a long range planning tool that guides future LAFCO decisions on 
individual jurisdictional boundary changes, incorporation proposals, 
district formation, and proposals for consolidation, merger, or formation 
of subsidiary districts.  A comprehensive update to the City of Newport 
Beach’s sphere of influence is scheduled for 2007. 
 
No Significant Issues Identified 
No significant issues were identified for the City of Newport Beach.  Staff 
is recommending that the Commission receive and file the MSR report 
(Attachment 1) and adopt the nine MSR determinations contained therein. 
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
LAFCO is the lead agency under CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) for the 
City of Costa Mesa Municipal Service Review.  Staff completed an initial study, and it 
was determined that a project involving only feasibility or planning studies for possible 
future actions which the agency, board, or commission has not approved, adopted or 
funded does not require the preparation of an EIR.  Accordingly, a Draft Negative 
Declaration (Attachment 2) was prepared and noticed in accordance with existing 
guidelines for implementing CEQA.  No comments on the Draft Negative Declaration 
have been received.  
 
Additionally, staff recommends that the Commission certify that, based upon the 
Negative Declaration, the Municipal Service Review will not individually or 
cumulatively have an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of 
the Fish and Game Code, and direct staff to file a de minimus statement with California 
Wildlife, Fish and Game (Attachment 3). 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff recommends that the Commission: 
 

1. Receive and file the Municipal Service Review Report for the City of Newport 
Beach (Attachment 1). 

2. Adopt the Draft Negative Declaration (Attachment 2) prepared for the proposed 
City of Newport Beach Municipal Service Review. 

3. Certify the De Minimus Impact Finding Statement for the California Wildlife, Fish 
and Game Department (Attachment 3). 

4. Adopt the resolution for the City of Newport Beach Municipal Service Review 
adopting the nine MSR determinations (Attachment 4). 
 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
__________________________     _____________________ 
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE      BOB ALDRICH 
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Attachments: 
 
1. MSR Report 
2. Draft Negative Declaration 
3. De Minimus Impact Findings 
4. LAFCO Resolution 
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  ATTACHMENT 1 

 

July 12, 2006 

MSR/SOI Report
City of Newport Beach 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The purpose of this report is to provide a comprehensive review of the municipal 
services provided by the City of Newport Beach.  Municipal Service Reviews (MSRs) 
are required by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000 to be completed before (or 
concurrently with) an agency’s sphere of influence update.   
 
The report is organized into five sections: 
 

1. Executive Summary – Provides an overview of the report’s structure and content. 

2. Introduction – Explains the statutory requirements related to municipal service 
and sphere of influence reviews. 

3. History of Newport Beach – Provides a brief historical overview of the Newport 
Beach MSR area. 

4. The Nine Determinations – Examines the City of Newport Beach’s structure and 
service provision as they relate to the nine municipal service review (MSR) 
determinations required by law. 

5. Service Review Determinations - Summarizes LAFCO staff’s nine MSR 
determinations based on the analysis of the City of Newport Beach’s structure 
and service provision. 

MUNICIPAL REVIEW SUMMARY 
No significant issues were noted.  The City is projected to have modest growth over the 
next 15 years (approximately 8,600 new residents), and no significant infrastructure 
needs or deficiencies were noted.  The City’s proposed FY 2005-2006 budget is balanced, 
with estimated revenues for all funds totaling $175,712,941 and projected expenditures 
for the same period totaling $150,852,903.  Revenues exceed expenditures by 
approximately $25 million.  No rate restructuring opportunities were noted.  The City 
uses private contracts wherever possible to reduce costs and increase management 
efficiencies.  The City uses a variety of means to increase local accountability and 
governance. 
 
Two unincorporated areas remain within the City’s sphere of influence: (1) the one-acre 
Emerson Island property consisting of nine single family homes located along Emerson 
Street, east of Tustin Avenue, and (2) the 465-acre Banning Ranch property located 
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north of Pacific Coast Highway and south and west of the Cities of Costa Mesa and 
Newport Beach.  Two government structure options exist for the City: 
 
(1) Annexation of Banning Ranch and the Emerson Island; and  
(2) Annexation of unincorporated areas not currently within the City’s SOI.  These 
 may include West Santa Ana Heights, the Santa Ana Country Club and the South 
 Mesa areas. 
 

INTRODUCTION 
Pursuant to a 2000 legislative requirement, LAFCO must conduct a comprehensive 
review of municipal service delivery and update, as necessary, the spheres of influence 
of agencies under LAFCO’s jurisdiction not less than every five years. The Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 requires that LAFCO 
review municipal services before updating the spheres of influence and to prepare a 
written statement of determination with respect to each of the following: 
 

1)  Infrastructure needs or deficiencies; 
2)  Growth and population projections for the affected area; 
3)  Financing constraints and opportunities: 
4)  Cost avoidance opportunities: 
5)  Opportunities for rate restructuring; 
6)  Opportunities for shared facilities; 
7)  Government structure options, including advantages and disadvantages of 

consolidation or reorganization of service providers; 
8)  Evaluation of management efficiencies; and 
9)  Local accountability and governance. 

 
The MSR process does not require LAFCO to initiate changes of organization based on 
service review findings; it only requires that LAFCO make “determinations” regarding 
the provision of public services per Government Code Section 56430. MSRs are not 
subject to the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because 
they are only feasibility or planning studies for possible future action that LAFCO has 
not approved (Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21150). The ultimate outcome of conducting a 
service review, however, may result in LAFCO taking discretionary action on a change 
of organization or a reorganization.  
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SPHERE OF INFLUENCE UPDATES 
LAFCO is also charged with adopting a sphere of influence for each city and special 
district within the county. A sphere of influence is a planning boundary that designates 
the agency’s probable future boundary and service area. Spheres are planning tools 
used to provide guidance for individual proposals involving jurisdictional changes. 
Spheres ensure the provision of efficient services while discouraging urban sprawl and 
the premature conversion of agricultural and open space lands. The Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg (CKH) Act requires LAFCO to develop and determine the sphere of 
influence of each local governmental agency within the county, and to review and 
update the SOI every five years. In determining the SOI, LAFCO must address the 
following: 
 

1)  Present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-
space lands; 

2)  Present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area; 
3)  Present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public service that the 

agency provides or is authorized to provide; and 
4)  Existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if 

LAFCO determines that they are relevant to the agency. 
 

A comprehensive sphere of influence update for the City of Newport Beach will be 
conducted in 2007. 

HISTORY OF NEWPORT BEACH 
In 1870, Captain S. S. 
Dunnells guided a 
105-ton river steamer 
called the “Vaquero” 
into an unnamed 
harbor.  Dunnells’ 
trip cast new light on 
the potential of the 
bay which many had 
said was too 
dangerous for travel.  
The principal 
landowners in the 
area – James and 
Robert McFadden 
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and James Irvine – envisioned a “new port” and saw the potential for shipping business 
in the area.  For 19 years, beginning in 1875, the Mc Fadden brothers operated a thriving 
commercial trade and cargo shipping business.  However, the bay was not yet a true 
harbor - sand bars and a treacherous bay entrance caused the McFadden Brothers to 
move their shipping business to the oceanfront by constructing a large pier (now called 
Newport Pier) on the sand spit that would later become the Balboa Peninsula. 
 
McFadden Wharf was completed in 1888 and was connected by railroad to Santa Ana in 
1891.  For the next eight years, the McFadden Wharf area was a booming commercial 
and shipping center, and a company town began to grow.  In 1899, however, the federal 

government allocated funds for major 
improvements to a new harbor at San 
Pedro which would become Southern 
California’s major seaport.   The 
McFadden Wharf and railroad was sold 
to the Southern Pacific Railroad that same 
year, signaling the end of Newport Bay as 
a regional commercial shipping center. 
 
In 1902, James McFadden sold his 
Newport town site and about half of 
Balboa Peninsula to William S. Collins 
who saw Newport Bay’s resort and 
recreational potential.  Collins joined 
Henry E. Huntington as a partner in the 
Newport Beach Company.  Huntington 
had acquired the Pacific Electric railway 
system and used it to promote new 
communities outside of Los Angeles.  In 
1905, the Pacific Electric “Red Cars” were 
extended to Newport.  Soon the Red Car 
would bring thousands of summertime 
visitors from Los Angeles. 
 
In August 1906, residents in the booming 

bay town voted to incorporate.  The vote was 43 – 12 to become the City of Newport 
Beach.  Between 1902 and 1907, many of Newport Beach’s waterfront communities were 
subdivided, including West Newport, East Newport, Bay Island, Balboa Peninsula and 
Balboa Island.  This established a grid system of small lots and narrow streets and alleys 
that still exist today in many of these areas.  Within a few years, real estate promoters 
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began sending salesmen up to Pasadena and Los Angeles (both connected by Red Cars) 
to promote property in and around Newport Harbor.  Considerable Newport Beach 
property was sold in Pasadena, which is why so many longtime Newport Beach 
residents continue to have family and contacts in the Pasadena area.  Throughout the 
early 1930s, a series of improvements were made to the harbor and harbor entrance 
which culminated in the 1936 opening of Newport Harbor by President Franklin 

Roosevelt (by 
telegraph key) from 
Washington D.C. 
 
The early 1940s, with 
the beginning of 
World War II, saw an 
increased military 
presence in the region 
with the opening of 
the Santa Army Base, 
the El Toro Marine 
Base and the Tustin 
“Lighter-Than-Air” 
Station used to house 
blimps on coastal 

submarine patrol.  Many of the servicemen were attracted to Newport Beach and many 
returned to permanently settle in the area.  Population growth within Newport Beach 
increased by approximately 65% during 1940 to 1950, and roughly doubled in the post-
World War II period between 1950 and 1960.  The 1960s through the 1990s continued to 
see steady increases in housing, population and employment growth within the City.  
In the last four years, the City annexed the Newport Coast area, East Santa Ana Heights 
and a portion of the Bay Knolls island, increasing the size of the City by almost 5,694 
acres. The year 2006 marks the centennial anniversary of the incorporation of the City of 
Newport Beach.   
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Exhibit 1 – City of Newport Beach Sphere of Influence 

 
 



 Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
  Municipal Service & Sphere of Influence Review Report for the 
  City of Newport Beach (MSR 06-28)    

  July 12, 2006 
 
 

Review & Analysis of Service Provision  - 8 - 

 
 

THE NINE DETERMINATIONS 
GROWTH AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
Countywide Growth Trends 
As of January 1, 2005, the official population estimate for Orange County from the 
California State Department of Finance for Orange County was 3,056,865. This 
population estimate ranks Orange County as the second most populous county in 
California and the fifth most populous in the nation. Population growth is expected to 
reach 3,340,282 people by the year 2020. The most significant factor contributing to 
Orange County’s population growth is natural increase (births minus deaths). In terms 
of density, Orange County ranks second within California, just behind the County/City 
of San Francisco. Table 1- County Population and Density Comparisons, below, shows 
Orange County’s size in comparison to other nearby counties. 
 
Table 1 – County Population and Density Comparisons 

 
County Population 

Unin-
corporated 
Percentage 

2000 

Unin-
corporated 
Percentage 

2004 

Land 
Area 

(acres) 

Simple 
Density 

(persons/ 
acre) 

Alameda 1,466,900 9.3% 9.3% 472,060 3.11 

Contra Costa 963,000 19.2% 15.7% 460,740 2.09 

Los Angeles 9,716,000 10.5% 10.5% 2,598,980 3.74 

Orange 2,978,816 7.7% 3.7% 505,220 5.73 

Riverside 1,577,700 26.4% 26.8% 4,612,740 0.34 

Sacramento 1,242,000 53.1% 45.7% 618,050 2.01 

San 
Bernardino 

1,742,300 17.3% 15.9% 12,833,600 0.14 

Santa Clara 1,709,500 6.1% 5.7% 826,050 2.07 

San Diego 2,856,300 16.1% 15.6% 2,687,940 1.06 
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Growth within the City of Newport Beach 
Starting out as a small beach town with 445 residents, Newport Beach has grown to a 

community of approximately 
84,273 residents.  During summer 
months, the population 
significantly increases with 20,000 
to 100,000 tourists visiting on a 
daily basis.  Newport Beach’s 
incorporated city limits now 
encompass approximately 16,584 
acres, or just over 25 square miles. 
The City has diverse mix of 
residential, institutional, local and 
regional commercial businesses 
and centers, harbor and waterfront 
uses, mixed use development and 

parks and open space (see Table 2 – City of Newport Beach Land Use Distribution). 
 
Table 2 – City of Newport Beach Land Use Distribution 

 
Land Use Distribution Percent of Land Use 

Residential 49.8% 

Open Space 35.7% 

Commercial 9.6% 

Institutional 3.8% 

Industrial 0.7% 

Unclassified 0.3% 

 
Residential uses represent the largest portion of land uses with the City, characterized 
by many distinct neighborhoods.  A variety of retail uses are located throughout 
Newport Beach including neighborhood shopping centers, commercial strips and 
villages and shopping centers.  The largest retail center in the City is Fashion Island, a 
regional attraction that is framed by a mixture of office, entertainment, and residential 
uses.  Much of the City’s office space is located in Newport Center and the John Wayne 
Airport area.  Newport Center is an area of both high and low-rise offices surrounding 
the Fashion Island retail area.  The Airport area encompasses the properties abutting 
and east of John Wayne Airport and is in close proximity to the Irvine Business 
Complex and University of California, Irvine.  This area includes a mix of low, medium, 



 Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
  Municipal Service & Sphere of Influence Review Report for the 
  City of Newport Beach (MSR 06-28)    

  July 12, 2006 
 
 

Review & Analysis of Service Provision  - 10 - 

and high rise office uses as well as research and development and high technology 
businesses. 
 
Over the next 15 years, the Center for Demographic Research, California State 
University Fullerton, projects that Newport Beach’s population will experience an 
increase of 8,608 residents for a total of population of 92,881 residents by year 2020. This 
represents a 10 percent growth in the City’s population over the next 15 years.  The City 
currently has an estimated 42,260 housing units and is expected to add an additional 
2,014 units by year 2020.  Rental rates begin at approximately $1,350 per month; sales 
prices for existing homes begin at approximately $800,000.  The highest priced home 
currently on the market in Newport Beach is located in the Cameo Shores area and has 
an asking price of $75 million. Newport Beach currently supplies approximately 72,953 
jobs.  The City is expected to add an additional 4,656 jobs over the next 15 years.  Table 3 
Newport Beach Population, Housing and Employment Projections, below, summarizes 
projected City growth between years 2005 and 2020.  
 
Table 3 – City of Newport Beach Population, Housing and Employment Projections 

 
Year 

 
Population 

 
Dwelling Units 

 
Employees 

2005 84,273 42,260 72,953 

2010 89,258 44,115 75,484 

2015 91,409 44,294 76,758 

2020 92,881 44,595 77,609 

Source:  Center of Demographic Research, CSUF 

 
The City’s General Plan, adopted in 1988, is currently undergoing a comprehensive 
citywide update.  A draft of the 
updated General Plan and 
accompanying Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) were 
released for public review in 
March 2006.  A 38-member 
General Plan Advisory 
Committee, along with the 
Planning Commission and City 
Council, are spearheading 
ongoing community discussions 
on each of the General Plan 
elements, policies and potential 
mitigation measures.  Final 
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adoption of the City’s new General Plan is expected in the summer or fall of 2006.  The 
draft General Plan proposes to incorporate an integrated framework of growth 
management, land use, circulation, infrastructure and urban design goals and policies 
which, when used together, manages growth and development and assists in 
maintaining and enhancing the City’s existing quality of life.  
 
The City’s adopted 2005-2006 Capital Improvements Program (CIP) serves as a plan for 
the provision of public improvements, special projects, and on-going maintenance 
programs.  The 2005-2006 CIP budget totals approximately $42.8 million and consists of 
a variety of infrastructure-related improvements to:  arterial highways, local streets, 
storm drains, bay and beach improvements, park and facility improvements, water and 
wastewater system improvements, and planning programs.  The City has adequately 
planned for future growth and associated infrastructure through its General Plan 
update process and annual capital improvement program (CIP).   
  
In November 2000, Newport Beach voters approved Measure S (“Protection from 
Traffic and Density Initiative”), also referred to as the Greenlight Initiative.  Greenlight 
requires voter approval of major developments that exceed entitlements under the 
City’s existing General Plan.  Another ballot initiative, “Greenlight II,” has qualified for 
the November 2006 ballot.  Greenlight II, if passed by Newport Beach voters, would 
require voter approval of new projects which are in excess of 100 housing units, create 
more than 100 peak-hour car trips, or result in more than 40,000 square feet of building 
space.  
 
No significant issues were noted. 

INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS & DEFICIENCIES 
This determination addresses the adequacy of existing and planned infrastructure 
needed to accommodate future growth and the efficient delivery of public services.  The 
City of Newport Beach was incorporated on September 1, 1906.  The current City 
Charter was adopted in 1954.  The City operates under a Council-Manager form of 
government.  The City or other agencies which provide services to Newport Beach 
residents are described in Table 4, below. 
 
Table 4 – City of Newport Beach Service Providers 

 
Service 

 
Current Service Provider 

Animal Control City of Newport Beach 

City Attorney City of Newport Beach 
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Service 

 
Current Service Provider 

Community 
Development 

City of Newport Beach 

Fire & Paramedic City of Newport Beach 

Library City of Newport Beach 

Parks & Recreation City of Newport Beach 

Police & Marine 
Safety 

City of Newport Beach 

Solid Waste City of Newport Beach 

Water  
City of Newport Beach, Irvine 
Ranch Water District, Mesa 
Consolidated Water District 

Sewer 
City of Newport Beach, Irvine 

Ranch Water District, Costa Mesa 
Sanitation District 

 
The City’s existing General Plan establishes levels of service for municipal services and 
mandates ongoing review of key public services.  This helps to ensure orderly City 
growth and development and that services and facilities will be provided concurrent 
with need.  To ensure ongoing implementation of adequate public service programs, 
the City adopts an annual budget, an annual capital improvement program (CIP) and 
work program to ensure that service levels are maintained or improved and that the 
CIP is adequately funded.   For FY 2005-2006, the CIP budget allocates over $42 million 
to enhance existing infrastructure and provide new infrastructure to aid in service 
delivery to the City of Newport Beach.   Key projects funded for FY 2005-2006 include 
water and sewer master plan improvements, street repair and construction, circulation 
improvements and beach and marina repairs.  
 
Police and Fire Services 
The City of Newport Beach Fire, Police and 
Marine Safety Departments provide public 
safety services to City residents, businesses 
and visitors.  The Police Department is 
divided into four divisions: the Office of the 
Chief of Police, Patrol/Traffic, Detectives, 
Support Services, and Fleet Maintenance.  
The Department consists of three Captains, 
nine Lieutenants and 148 sworn officers. 
 
An October 2005 survey of 22 police agencies within Orange County, conducted by the 
Orange County Register, indicated that the City has an officer to population ratio of one 
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officer for every 783 residents.  The Register survey measured effectiveness of police 
agencies in eight categories:  response time, citizens per officer, homicide clearance, 
violent crime clearance, property crime clearance, burglary clearance, violent crime rate 
and property crime rate.  When compared to other police agencies, the Newport Beach 
Police Department offers one of the highest levels of police officer to resident ratios in 
the County.  According to the study, average response time for life-threatening 
emergencies within Newport Beach averaged 4.56 minutes. 
 
The City of Newport Beach Fire Department provides 24-hour emergency response.  
The Department focuses on emergency services, fire prevention, disaster preparedness 
and training and education.  The Fire Department maintains a single Operations 
Division which includes fire, emergency medical service and lifeguard responders.  Fire 
emergency responders are strategically located in eight fire stations throughout the City 
ensuring they can respond rapidly to emergency situations. Construction of a new fire 
station in Santa Ana Heights will include a firefighter training facility and community 
training classroom.  
 
The Fire Department also leads 
community outreach and volunteer 
programs, including the highly 
regarded Junior Lifeguard and Fire 
Medics Programs. The Junior 
Lifeguard Program, initiated in 1983, 
continues to draw about 700 
participants per year.  The program 
provides training in water safety 
practices and rescue techniques and 
is the primary source for identifying 
future City lifeguards.  Fire Medics is 
a voluntary program that protects residents from the unexpected costs of paramedic 
services and emergency ambulance transportation.  Newport Beach residents who 
chose to participate pay a $49 annual subscription fee. 
 
Parks & Recreation 
The Newport Beach Recreation and Senior Services Department is responsible for the 
development and operation of public parks in the City of Newport Beach.  These 
encompass parks, greenbelts, beaches and public docks, as well as joint use of public 
school grounds.  The City collects fees and/or requires dedication of land for parks in 
accordance with the Quimby Act, based on a standard of five acres of park for each 
1,000 residents. 



 Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
  Municipal Service & Sphere of Influence Review Report for the 
  City of Newport Beach (MSR 06-28)    

  July 12, 2006 
 
 

Review & Analysis of Service Provision  - 14 - 

 
Currently, there are approximately 286.4 acres of parks and 90.4 acres of active beach 
recreation within Newport Beach - a combined total of 376.8 acres.  In June 2005, it was 
estimated that a total of 415.6 acres of parkland is needed with the City to accommodate 
the City’s current population of 83,120 residents (utilizing the city standard of 5 acres 
per 1,000 persons).  This represents a total deficit of 38.8 acres of combined park and 
beach acreage citywide.   Three planned parks in West Newport, Newport Center, and 
Newport Coast, if built, will help alleviate the citywide park deficit. 
  
Water and Sewer 
Water service to the City of Newport Beach is provided by the City, Irvine Ranch Water 
District (IRWD), and Mesa Consolidated Water District.  The City serves much of the 
urbanized areas of the City, with IRWD providing service to Newport Coast/Newport 
Ridge, a portion of the Airport area, the Upper Bay, and a number of other small 
pockets.  Mesa provides service to a portion of Newport Mesa and a small area north of 
Banning Ranch.  About 75 percent of the City’s water is through groundwater sources; 
the remaining 25 percent is purchased from the Metropolitan Water District through the 
Orange County Water District. 
 
Each water agency maintains master 
plans for services, facilities, 
maintenance, and improvements 
necessary to support existing and 
projected population growth and 
development.  These include the 
City’s Urban Water Management 
Plan, Irvine’s Water Resources 
Management Plan, and Mesa’s 
Water Master Plan.  Conservation 
practices and requirements to meet 
regional, state and federal water 
quality regulations are included 
within the respective plans.  Each agency maintains a capital improvements program 
for the provision of water system improvements, special projects and ongoing 
maintenance.  Water demands are monitored and periodically the plans are update to 
account for any service issues and regulatory changes. 
 
Sewer service in the City of Newport Beach is provided by the City, Irvine Ranch Water 
District, and Costa Mesa Sanitation District.  The City serves much of the urbanized 
areas of the City, with the IRWD providing service to Newport Coast/Newport Ridge, 
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Bonita Canyon, the Upper Bay and a number of other small pockets.  The CMSD 
provides service to a number of pockets on the City’s western boundary.  Wastewater 
from these service areas is collected, treated, and disposed by the Orange County 
Sanitation District. The two treatment plants serving the region are operating at 52 to 55 
percent of their design capacity and can accommodate additional growth. 
 
No significant issues regarding infrastructure needs and deficiencies were noted. 

FINANCING CONTRAINTS & OPPORTUNITIES 
The City of Newport Beach uses an annual budget process, with the most recent budget 
adopted for the FY 2005-2006 period. The budget is prepared on a modified accrual 
basis with all appropriations lapsing at the close of the fiscal year.   
 
The City of Newport Beach, like most cities in Orange County and throughout 
California, faces financing uncertainties due to the changes in the funding structure for 
cities. The State budget instituted a number of changes in how local revenues are 
allocated to help the state address the ongoing budget crisis. The four primary local tax 
revenue funds involved are sales and use taxes, Vehicle License Fees (VLF), property 
taxes, and Educational Revenue Augmentation Funds (ERAF). The largest impact on  
the City came from reductions in property tax revenues in FYs 2004-2005 and 2005-2006.   
 



 Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
  Municipal Service & Sphere of Influence Review Report for the 
  City of Newport Beach (MSR 06-28)    

  July 12, 2006 
 
 

Review & Analysis of Service Provision  - 16 - 
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The City’s proposed FY 2005-2006 budget is balanced, with estimated revenues for all 
funds totaling $175,712,941 and projected expenditures for the same period totaling 
$150,852,903.  Revenues exceed expenditures by approximately $25 million. 
 
No significant issues were noted. 

COST AVOIDANCE OPPORTUNITIES/OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
SHARED FACILITIES 
The City of Newport Beach contracts for various services including custodial services, 
storm drain cleaning, alley sweeping, and recreation program instruction.  Core 
services, including police, fire, lifeguards, and libraries, continue to be provided by City 
staff. 
 
No significant issues were noted. 
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR RATE RESTRUCTURING 
The City Council reviews its budget annually and establishes fees and charges for 
services to ensure that revenues are adequate to meet expected expenses. Fees charged 
by some service providers are beyond the purview of the City of Newport Beach; 
however, the City works closely with service providers to ensure the most efficient and 
cost effective services. 
 
No significant issues were noted. 

GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE OPTIONS 
In the last four years, the City has annexed approximately 5,694 acres of territory.  These 
annexations included: (1) the Newport Coast annexation comprising 5,441 acres located 
south of the San Joaquin Hills Corridor, northwest of Crystal Cove State Park and 
southeast of the existing City limits; (2) the East Santa Ana Heights annexation 
consisting of approximately 200 acres located north of Mesa Drive and southeast of 
John Wayne Airport; and, (3) the Bay Knolls reorganization, located west of 
Irvine/Tustin Avenues and south of Isabel Avenue, which added about 53 acres to the 
City. 
 
Two unincorporated areas remain within the City’s sphere of influence: (1) the one-acre 
Emerson Island property consisting of nine single family homes located along Emerson 
Street, east of Tustin Avenue, and (2) the 465-acre Banning Ranch property located 
north of Pacific Coast Highway and south and west of the Cities of Costa Mesa and 
Newport Beach.  The City is in the process of preparing an annexation application for 
the Emerson Street property.  Two government structure options exist for the City: 
 
(1) Annex Banning Ranch – the City of Newport Beach surrounds the Banning 
 Ranch property on the north and west by a one-foot strip of City territory that 
 was annexed to the City in 1950.  Potential access and municipal services to 
 the site could be provided through either the City of Newport Beach or the 
 City of Costa Mesa. 
 
 (2) Annex unincorporated islands not currently within the City’s SOI.  These may 
 include West Santa Ana Heights, the Santa Ana Country Club and the South 
 Mesa areas.  All three areas are currently within the City of Costa Mesa sphere of 
 influence.  In 2002, LAFCO approved the annexation of the Santa Ana Country 
 Club and the South Mesa area to the City of Costa Mesa.  Both were 
 subsequently terminated through registered voter protest. 
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LOCAL ACCOUNTABILITY & GOVERNANCE 
No significant issues regarding local accountability and governance were noted. The 
City of Newport Beach has seven (7) council members, each residing in distinct 
geographical districts, elected at-large, for four year, staggered terms. The city council 
selects the Mayor and Mayor Pro Tem annually to serve one-year terms. The council 
members also serve on special committees that review specific issues and make 
recommendations to the full city council. 
 
The city council meets on the first and third Tuesday of each month at 7:00 p.m. All 
council meetings are televised live through the city’s local cable television outlet.  
Reruns of the council meetings are available on line through the City’s website:  
www.city.newport-beach.ca.us.   The City maintains a website to increase local 
accountability. Table 5, below, lists the current city council members and their terms of 
office. 
 
Table 5 – Newport Beach City Council Members 

City of Newport Beach 
Council Members Title 

 
Term Expires 

Monthly 
Stipend* 

Don Webb Mayor 2006 $1392.94 

Steven Rosansky Mayor Pro Tem 2008 $981.82 

Todd Ridgeway Council Member 2006 $981.82 

Edward Selich Council Member 2008 $981.82 

Keith Curry Council Member 2008 $981.82 

Richard Nichols Council Member 2006 $981.82 

Leslie Daigle Council Member 2006 $981.82 

*Council members are also eligible to receive certain life insurance, medical and retirement benefits.  
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SERVICE REVIEW 
DETERMINATIONS 
 
1)  Growth & Population Projections 

   The City is projected to experience an increase of approximately 8,600 residents by the     
year 2020. 
 
2)  Infrastructure Needs & Deficiencies 
The future growth projected for the City, while modest, will increase the demand for 
additional municipal level services. The City of Newport Beach reviews infrastructure 
needs annually through it budget and capital improvement program to ensure that 
those city services will match projected growth. The City prides itself on providing a 
high level of municipal services for its residents. 
 
3)  Financing Opportunities & Constraints 
The impact of the local revenues shift to the State from the City of Newport, like all 
cities in Orange County and California, will result in reductions in City revenues. The 
City uses an annual budget process prepared on a modified accrual basis with all 
appropriations lapsing at the close of the fiscal year.  The City’s proposed FY 2005-2006 
budget is balanced.  Revenues are projected to exceed expenditures by $25 million.  
 
4)  Opportunities for Rate Restructuring 
No issues regarding rate restructuring currently apply. 

 
5)  Government Structure Options 
Two unincorporated areas remain within the City’s sphere of influence: (1) the one-acre 
Emerson Island property located along Emerson Street, east of Tustin Avenue, and (2) 
the 465-acre Banning Ranch property located north of Pacific Coast Highway and south 
and west of the Cities of Costa Mesa and Newport Beach.  The City is preparing an 
annexation application for the Emerson Island.  In addition to the annexation of the 
Emerson Island two government structure options exist for the City:  (1) annexation of 
Banning Ranch, and (2) annexation of unincorporated areas not currently within the 
City’s SOI.  These may include West Santa Ana Heights, the Santa Ana Country Club 
and the South Mesa areas. 
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6)  Local Accountability & Governance 
The City of Newport Beach provides a strong resident outreach effort to its residents 
through its website, televised City Council meetings and community involvement in 
development of a comprehensive General Plan update. 
  
7)  Opportunities for Cost Avoidance 
No significant issues were noted. 
 
8)  Opportunities for Management Efficiencies 
No significant issues were noted. 

 
9)  Opportunities for Shared Facilities 
No significant issues were noted. 



AAttttaacchhmmeenntt  22  ––  

DDrraafftt  NNeeggaattiivvee  DDeeccllaarraattiioonn  
 



ATTACHMENT 2 
 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
 
1) Project Title:    City of Newport Beach Municipal Services Review  
      (MSR 06-28)  
 
 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Orange County LAFCO 

     12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
     Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 
 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Bob Aldrich, Assistant Executive Officer, (714) 834-2556 
 
 
4.    Project Location: The City of Newport Beach comprises approximately 16,584 acres (25 square 

miles) and is located in coastal Orange County.  The City is bordered to the west by 
the City of Costa Mesa, to the north and east by the City of Irvine, and to the south 
by the Pacific Ocean. 

 
 
5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address: Orange County LAFCO 

      12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
      Santa Ana, CA 92701 

 
 
6. General Plan Designation:  Residential, Industrial, Commercial and Open Space 
 
 
7.    Zoning:    Residential, Industrial, Commercial and Open Space 
 
 
8. Description of Project:  Pursuant to Government Code Section 56430, LAFCO is required by law to 

conduct Municipal Service Reviews (MSRs) for all cities and special districts located within Orange 
County.  MSRs are a new mandate from the state legislature which requires LAFCO to prepare 
special studies on future growth and evaluate how local agencies are planning for growth through 
their municipal service and infrastructure systems. 

 
Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15074, the Commission will review and 
consider the adoption of a negative declaration relating to the preparation of the Municipal Service 
Review study for the City of Newport Beach.  The negative declaration confirms the findings of the 
associated initial study that the proposed project (MSR 06-28) will not have a significant effect on the 
environment.  
 
LAFCO staff is recommending that the Commission: (1) receive and file the City of Newport Beach 
MSR report, and (2) adopt nine written statements of its determination regarding the following 
factors: infrastructure needs  or deficiencies; growth and population projections; financing constraints 
and opportunities; cost avoidance opportunities; opportunities for rate restructuring; opportunities for 
shared facilities; government structure options; management efficiencies; and, local accountability 
and governance.  
 



9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  The City and surrounding areas are largely urbanized.  About 50 
percent of the City of Newport Beach is developed with residential uses, 36 percent is open space, 10 
percent is commercial and 4 percent is institutional uses. 

 
 
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation 

agreement): 
None 
 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 
∼ Aesthetics 
 
∼ Biological Resources 
 
∼ Hazards & Hazardous 

Materials 
 
∼ Mineral Resources 
 
∼ Public Services 
 
∼ Utilities / Service Systems 

 
∼ Agriculture Resources 
 
∼ Cultural Resources 
 
∼ Hydrology / Water Quality 
 
∼ Noise 
 
∼ Recreation 
 
∼ Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

 
∼ Air Quality 
 
∼ Geology / Soils 
 
∼ Land Use / Planning 
 
∼ Population / Housing 
 
∼ Transportation / Traffic 

 
DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency): 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
∼ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to 
by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
∼ I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
∼ I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant  or “potentially significant unless 

mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
∼ I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 

all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant 
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that 
are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 



 

                                                                                       July 12, 2006 
Signature       Date 
Joyce Crosthwaite, Executive Officer    Orange County LAFCO 
Printed Name       For 



 

 
 
 
 

Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

I.  AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
 

   X 

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, tress, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

 

   X 

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

 

   X 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the aesthetics 
of the project area.  This includes not adversely affecting 
scenic vistas, damaging scenic resources, degrading visual 
character, or creating new sources of light.  

 

   X 

II.  AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation 
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland.  Would the project: 

 

    

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

 

   X 

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

 

   X 



 

Issues:  
 

Potentially 
 Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural 
use? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not cause any 
specific new developments to be undertaken and will not 
result in any significant direct or cumulative impacts on 
the agricultural resources of the project area. 
 

   X 

III.  AIR QUALITY.  Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations.  
Would the project: 

 

   X 

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

 

   X 

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

 

   X 

c)  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is nonattainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 

   X 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

 
 

   X 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not cause any specific 
new developments to be undertaken and will not result in 
any significant direct or cumulative impacts on the 
agricultural resources of the project area. 
 

   X 

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
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a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

   X 

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

   X 

c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

 

   X 

d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

 

   X 

e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

 

   X 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
specific new developments to be built.  The project will 
not result in any significant direct or cumulative impacts 
on the biological resources of the project area and this 
includes adversely affecting endangered, threatened, or 
rare species and their habitat. 

   X 
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V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in § 
15064.5? 

 

   X 

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to § 15064.5? 

 

   X 

c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

   X 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the cultural 
resources of the project area. 
 

   X 

VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:     

a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or 
death involving: 

 

   X 

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

 

   X 

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? 
 

   X 

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 

   X 

iv)  Landslides? 
 

   X 

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

 

   X 
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

 

   X 

d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 

 

   X 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the geology or 
soils of the project area including contributing to soil 
erosion or exposing individuals or structures to loss, such 
as injury or death, resulting from earthquakes or 
landslides. 

 

   X 

VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  
Would the project: 

    

a)   Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

 

   X 

b)   Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

 

   X 

c)   Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

 

   X 

d)   Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? 

 

   X 
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e)   For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

 

   X 

f)   For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard 
for people residing or working in the project area? 

 

   X 

g)   Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

 

   X 

h)   Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts with respect to 
creating hazards or hazardous materials within the project 
area. 
 

   X 

VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would 
the project: 
 

    

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

 

   X 

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

     

   X 

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

 

   X 
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d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

 

   X 

e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm 
water drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

 

   X 

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 

   X 

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

 

   X 

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

 

   X 

i)   Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 

   X 

j)   Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
DISCUSSION: The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in a 
depletion of groundwater supplies, alteration of existing 
drainage patterns, creation of runoff water, exposure of 
people to a significant risk of flooding nor will it result in 
a net deficit in aquifer volume. 
 

   X 

IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:     

a)  Physically divide an established community? 
 

   X 

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not  limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

 

   X 
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c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
specific new developments to be built.  Updating the 
agency’s sphere of influence will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts with respect to 
land use planning within the project area. 
 

   X 

X.MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and 
the residents of the state? 

 

   X 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or 
other land use plan? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on the mineral 
resources of the project area.  This includes not incurring 
the loss of known valuable resources. 
 

   X 

XI.  NOISE.  Would the project result in: 
 

    

a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

 

   X 

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 

   X 

c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

 

   X 

d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 

 

   X 
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e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 

   X 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts on noise levels 
within the project area.  This includes not exposing 
individuals to excess ground borne vibrations or 
substantially increasing ambient noises, whether 
temporary, periodical, or permanent. 

 

   X 

XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the 
project: 
 

    

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of road or other infrastructure)? 

 

   X 

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 

   X 

b) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
substantial population growth or displacement of housing 
or people. 
 

   X 

XIII.  PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project:     
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a)  Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

 

   X 

 Fire protection? 
 

   X 

 Police protection? 
 

   X 

 Schools? 
 

   X 

 Parks? 
 

   X 

 Other public facilities? 
 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
impacts on government facilities providing fire, police, 
schools, parks or other public services. 
 

   X 

XIV.  RECREATION.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)   Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility 
would occur or be accelerated? 

 

   X 

b)   Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not have any 
impact on government facilities providing fire, police, 
schools, parks or other public services. 
 

   X 

XV.  TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC.  Would the 
project: 
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a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of 
the street system (i.e., result in a substantial 
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

 

   X 

b)  Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

 

   X 

c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 

   X 

d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

 

   X 

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 
 

   X 

f)  Result in inadequate parking capacity? 
 

   X 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct impact or cumulative impacts relating to 
transportation or circulation within the project area.  This 
includes not causing an increase in street or air traffic 
patterns, creating inadequate emergency access or parking 
capacity, or conflicting with adopted transportation 
policies. 
 

   X 

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would 
the project: 

 

    

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

 

   X 
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b)  Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 

   X 

c)   Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

 

   X 

d)   Have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

 

   X 

e)   Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

 

   X 

f)   Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 

   X 

g)   Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in the 
construction of new, or expansion or existing, water, 
wastewater and storm water drainage facilities. 
 

   X 

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

    

a)  Does the project have the potential to 
substantially degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat 
or a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant 
or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of an endangered, rare or 
threatened species; or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

 

   X 
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b)  Does the project have the potential to achieve 
short-term environmental goals to the 
disadvantage of long-term environmental 
goals?   

 

   X 

c) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project 
are significant when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.) 

 

   X 

d) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
DISCUSSION:  The Municipal Services Review is a 
feasibility and planning study that will not result in any 
significant direct or cumulative impacts relating to 
mandatory finding of significance within the project area.  
This includes not degrading the quality of the 
environment or causing substantial adverse effects on 
individuals, whether directly or indirectly. 

   X 
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ATTACHMENT 3 
 

 
 C E R T I F I C A T E   O F   F E E   E X E M P T I O N 

De Minimus Impact Finding 
 
Project Title/Location (include county): City of Newport Beach Municipal Service Review (MSR 06-28) 
 
Name and Address of Project Applicant: 

Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235 
Santa Ana, CA  92701 
 

Project Description: Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15074, the  
Commission will review and consider the adoption of a negative declaration relating to the City of  
Costa Mesa Municipal Service Review. In accordance with Government Code Sections 56425  
and 56430, LAFCO is required to conduct regional studies on future growth and make written  
determinations about municipal services and how local agencies are planning for future growth  
within our municipal services and infrastructure systems. The negative declaration confirms the  
findings of the associated initial study that the proposed project (the Municipal Services Review for 
the City of Newport Beach) will not have a significant effect on the environment. 

   
Findings of Exemption: 
 1. An Initial Study and Negative Declaration have been prepared by LAFCO to evaluate the 

project's effects on wildlife resources, if any. 
 2. The Lead Agency hereby finds that there is no evidence before LAFCO that the project will 

have any potential for adverse effect on the environment. 
 3. The project will not result in any changes to the following resources: 
  (A) Riparian land, rivers, streams, watercourses and wetlands; 
  (B) Native and non-native plant life and the soil required to sustain habitat for fish and wildlife; 
  (C) Rare and unique plant life and ecological communities dependant on plant life; 
  (D) Listed threatened and endangered plants and animals and the habitat in which they are 

believed to reside; 
  (E) All species listed as protected or identified for special management in the Fish and Game 

Code, the Public Resources Code, the Water Code or regulations adopted thereunder; 
  (F) All marine and terrestrial species subject to the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and 

Game and the ecological communities in which they reside; and 
  (G) All air and water resources, the degradation of which will individually or cumulatively 

result in a loss of biological diversity among the plants and animals residing in that air and 
water. 

 
CERTIFICATION: 
 I hereby certify that LAFCO has made the above finding(s) of fact and based upon the Initial Study, 
the Negative Declaration and the hearing record, the project will not individually or cumulatively have an 
adverse effect on wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.   
 
 
  
         
Lead Agency Representative:  Joyce Crosthwaite 
Title:  Executive Officer 
Date:  July 12, 2006 
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ATTACHMENT 4 
 
 

MSR 06-28 
 
RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING THE 

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW FOR THE  

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

July 12, 2006 
 

 On motion of Commissioner ___________________ , duly seconded and carried, the 

following resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, proceedings for adoption, update and amendment of a sphere of influence 

are governed by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act, Section 

56000 et seq. of the Government Code; and 

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 56430 requires that in order to prepare 

and to update spheres of influence the Commission shall conduct municipal service reviews prior 

to or in conjunction with action to update or adopt a sphere of influence; and  

WHEREAS, the Orange County LAFCO staff has prepared a report for the municipal 

service review for the City of Newport Beach (MSR 06-28), and has furnished a copy of this 

report to each person entitled to a copy; and 

 WHEREAS, the report for the municipal service review for the City of Newport Beach 

(MSR 06-28) contains statements of determination as required by California Government Code 

Section 56430 for the municipal services provided by the city; and  

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56427, set 

July 12, 2006 as the hearing date on this municipal service review proposal and gave the required 

notice of public hearing; and 
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WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56428, has 

reviewed this proposal and prepared a report, including her recommendations thereon, and has 

furnished a copy of this report to each person entitled to a copy; and 

WHEREAS, the proposal consists of a municipal service review for the City of Newport 

Beach; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission called for and held a public hearing on the proposal on 

July 12, 2006, and at the hearing this Commission heard and received all oral and written 

protests, objections and evidence which were made, presented or filed, and all persons present 

were given an opportunity to hear and be heard with respect to this proposal and the report of the 

Executive Officer; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission considered the factors determined by the Commission to 

be relevant to this proposal, including, but not limited to, factors specified in Government Code 

Section 56841; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), LAFCO, as 

lead agency under CEQA for municipal service reviews, determined that the municipal service 

review for Newport Beach (MSR 06-26) will not have a significant effect on the environment 

and has prepared a Negative Declaration. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of 

Orange DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER as follows: 

Section 1. Environmental Actions: 

a) LAFCO, as lead agency, has determined that the municipal service review 

for the City of Newport Beach (MSR 06-28) will not have a significant 

effect on the environment as defined by State CEQA Guidelines.  The 

Commission has therefore adopted a Negative Declaration for the City of 

Newport Beach municipal service review. 

b) The municipal service review will not individually or cumulatively have 

an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as defined in Section 711.2 of the 

Fish and Game Code.  

c) The Commission directs the Executive Officer to file a de minimus 

statement with California Wildlife, Fish and Game. 



 

Resolution MSR 06-28  Page 3 of 3 

Section 2. Determinations 

a) The Commission accepts the report for the municipal service review for 

the City of Newport Beach (MSR 06-28) as presented to the Commission 

on July 12, 2006. 

b) The Executive Officer’s staff report and recommendation for approval of 

the municipal service review for the City of Newport Beach, dated July 

12, 2006, are hereby adopted. 

b) The Commission has adopted the accompanying Statement of 

Determinations for the City of Newport Beach, shown as “Exhibit A.”  

Section 3. This review is assigned the following distinctive short-form designation: 

“Municipal Service Review for the City of Newport Beach” (MSR 06-28). 

Section 4. The Executive Officer is hereby authorized and directed to mail copies of 

this resolution as provided in Section 56882 of the Government Code. 

 

AYES:  

NOES:   

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

    ) SS. 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

 I, ROBERT BOUER, Chair of the Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange 

County, California, hereby certify that the above and foregoing resolution was duly and regularly 

adopted by said Commission at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 12th day of July, 2006. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 12th day of July, 2006. 

 
      ROBERT BOUER 
      Chair of the Orange County 
      Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
 
 
      By: ________________________________ 

Robert Bouer 



 

 
 

  

  

TTHHEE  NNIINNEE  MMSSRR  DDEETTEERRMMIINNAATTIIOONNSS  ––  CCiittyy  ooff  NNeewwppoorrtt  
BBeeaacchh  
 
 
1)  Growth & Population Projections 

   The City is projected to experience an increase of approximately 8,600 residents by the year 
2020. 
 
2)  Infrastructure Needs & Deficiencies 
The future growth projected for the City, while modest, will increase the demand for additional 
municipal level services. The City of Newport Beach reviews infrastructure needs annually 
through it budget and capital improvement program to ensure that those city services will match 
projected growth. The City prides itself on providing a high level of municipal services for its 
residents. 
 
3)  Financing Opportunities & Constraints 
The impact of the local revenues shift to the State from the City of Newport, like all cities in 
Orange County and California, will result in reductions in City revenues. The City uses an 
annual budget process prepared on a modified accrual basis with all appropriations lapsing at the 
close of the fiscal year.  The City’s proposed FY 2005-2006 budget is balanced.  Revenues are 
projected to exceed expenditures by $25 million.  
 
4)  Opportunities for Rate Restructuring 
No issues regarding rate restructuring currently apply. 

 
5)  Government Structure Options 
Two unincorporated areas remain within the City’s sphere of influence: (1) the one-acre 
Emerson Island property located along Emerson Street, east of Tustin Avenue, and (2) the 465-
acre Banning Ranch property located north of Pacific Coast Highway and south and west of the 
Cities of Costa Mesa and Newport Beach.  The City is preparing an annexation application for 
the Emerson Island.  In addition to the annexation of the Emerson Island two government 
structure options exist for the City:  (1) annexation of Banning Ranch, and (2) annexation of 
unincorporated areas not currently within the City’s SOI.  These may include West Santa Ana 
Heights, the Santa Ana Country Club and the South Mesa areas. 
 
6)  Local Accountability & Governance 
The City of Newport Beach provides a strong resident outreach effort to its residents through its 
website, televised City Council meetings and community involvement in development of a 
comprehensive General Plan update. 

EXHIBIT A 



 

 
 

  
7)  Opportunities for Cost Avoidance 
No significant issues were noted. 
 
8)  Opportunities for Management Efficiencies 
No significant issues were noted. 

 
9)  Opportunities for Shared Facilities 
No significant issues were noted. 
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July 12, 2005 
 
 
TO:  Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM: Executive Officer 
  Assistant Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Reorganization of West Santa Ana Heights  
  (RO 06-25) 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
APPLICANT 
City of Newport Beach by resolution. 
 
ANNEXATION REQUEST 
The City is requesting annexation and concurrent sphere of influence 
amendment for approximately 83 acres of inhabited, unincorporated 
territory known as West Santa Ana Heights (see Exhibit A).  The proposed 
annexation area is within the City of Costa Mesa’s sphere of influence. 
 
The proposed annexation territory is located north of Mesa Drive, east of 
Santa Ana Avenue, west of Irvine Avenue and south of John Wayne 
Airport.  The area is largely built-out and includes a diverse mix of land 
uses.  The County has adopted the Santa Ana Heights Specific Plan which 
designates land uses in the area.  A Project Advisory Committee (PAC) for 
the area serves as an advisory board to the Board of Supervisors on 
planning and redevelopment issues.  The City of Newport Beach has pre-
zoned the territory to be consistent with that Plan.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
LAFCO staff recommends approval of the sphere amendment/annexation 
of West Santa Ana Heights to the City of Newport Beach.  The annexation 
eliminates a large portion of an unincorporated island, may result in a 
higher level of municipal services for residents, and allows for more local 
representation.  The annexation also provides an opportunity for all the 
parties involved to potentially resolve the boundary issues between the 
two cities comprehensively.  Terms and conditions have been 
incorporated with the annexation to encourage an inclusive solution.  Any 
solution will require the cooperation and dedication of all involved in 
finding a responsible and equitable solution. 
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BACKGROUND OF BOUNDARY ISSUES 
Boundary issues between Newport Beach and Costa Mesa in this area go back at 
least 30 years.  The existing sphere of influence boundary between the two cities, 
along Tustin and Irvine Avenues, was originally recommended to LAFCO in 
1969 by the “Inter-City Relations Committee” formed by the Cities of Costa Mesa 
and Newport Beach. This joint committee was formed to help resolve long-
standing boundary disputes between the two cities.  

Exhibit A – Proposed West Santa Ana Heights Sphere Change/Annexation to the City of Newport Beach 

 

The committee recommended to LAFCO that Tustin and Irvine Avenues serve as 
the logical, future common boundary between the two cities. In 1973, LAFCO 
formally adopted a SOI boundary for the City of Costa Mesa, placing WSAH and 
the Santa Ana Country Club, directly west of WSAH, and the South Mesa area 
within the Costa Mesa SOI.  

 
 

Proposed West 
Santa Ana Heights 
Annexation to the 
City of Newport 

Beach (RO06-25)

Santa Ana 
Country 

Club 

South
Mesa 
Area 
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LAFCO Actions – September 2002 
In September 2002, LAFCO considered 13 island annexation applications for the 
unincorporated areas located in and around West Santa Ana Heights.  The 
territory included a total of 580 acres, with 380 acres located with the City of 
Costa Mesa SOI and 200 acres located within the City of Newport Beach SOI.   

In summary, the Commission approved the following actions on September 16, 
2002: 

• Annexation of the Santa Ana Country Club and the South Mesa 
area to the City of Costa Mesa 

• Annexation of East Santa Ana Heights to the City of Newport 
Beach 

• Reorganization of the Bay Knolls island between the Cities of 
Newport Beach and Costa Mesa 

• Annexation of five small islands (under 75 acres) to the City of 
Costa Mesa 

• Continued consideration of the annexation of WSAH to the City of 
Costa Mesa 

 
Santa Ana County Club/South Mesa Annexations Terminated 
Following the September 2002 Commission action, approximately 79% of the 
registered voters within the South Mesa and Santa Ana Country Club areas filed 
written protests, overwhelmingly terminating the annexation of the Santa Ana 
Country Club and South Mesa area to the City of Costa Mesa.  To date, the Santa 
Ana Country Club, South Mesa and West Santa Ana Heights areas remain 
unincorporated. 

At the September 2002 meeting, LAFCO amended the Costa Mesa annexation 
application to exclude the West Santa Ana Heights portion.  This action was 
taken to allow the City of Newport Beach additional time to determine if there 
was interest in serving all of Santa Ana Heights.  The Cities of Newport Beach 
and Costa Mesa subsequently formed a committee of city council members to 
discuss boundary issues.  The committee met infrequently and did not reach any 
agreements.  Following several years of debate, the City of Newport Beach voted 
to initiate annexation of WSAH in February 2006. 

ANALYSIS 
The application before the Commission is for an annexation and sphere 
amendment for the West Santa Ana Heights (WSAH) area only.  The City of 
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Newport Beach, the County of Orange and the WSAH residents have agreed that 
the area should annex to the City of Newport Beach.  To facilitate annexation, the 
County of Orange has also agreed to transfer substantial redevelopment money 
to the City of Newport Beach.   

The site is within the sphere of the City of Costa Mesa.  On March 7, 2006, the 
Costa Mesa City Council stated that the City would not oppose annexation of 
West Santa Ana Heights to the City of Newport Beach if the boundary between 
Newport Beach and Costa Mesa could be established as the “centerline” of Santa 
Ana Avenue and Mesa Drive adjacent to WSAH.  The City of Costa Mesa has 
expressed concerns that annexation of WSAH will lead to annexation of other 
areas within their City’s sphere and would like a buffer of unincorporated 
territory between the City of Newport Beach, the Santa Ana Country Club and 
the South Mesa area.  LAFCO’s current policy is to avoid splitting jurisdictional 
boundaries along street centerlines.  In the past, this practice has led to 
difficulties in coordinating street maintenance and improvements between 
agencies. 

Other Potential Annexation Areas  
As previously noted, in 2002 the Commission made important progress in 
solving jurisdictional boundary issues between Newport Beach and Costa Mesa.  
However, significant amounts time and effort – both at the staff and elected 
officials level – continue to be expended by both cities, the County and LAFCO 
in trying to resolve the remaining boundary issues between Newport Beach and 
Costa Mesa.  In addition to West Santa Ana Heights, other potential annexation 
areas in the Newport Beach – Costa Mesa area include: 

1. Emerson Island – a one-acre, developed residential area generally located 
on the east side of Tustin Avenue, south of 21st Street.  The territory was 
placed in the Newport Beach sphere of influence in 2002.  The City of 
Newport Beach is currently preparing an annexation application for the 
property. 

  
2. Santa Ana Country Club -- the 125-acre Santa Ana Country Club is a 

private, equity ownership country club which means that each member is 
a partial owner of the facility.  Surrounded on three sides by the City of 
Costa Mesa, the property has been in the Costa Mesa sphere of influence 
for over 30 years.  Primary access to the club is via Newport Boulevard 
which is located within the City of Costa Mesa.  However, strong 
opposition from Country Club owners terminated an annexation attempt 
to the City of Costa Mesa in 2002, and it is likely that owner opposition 
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will continue in the future.  The club supports annexation to the City of 
Newport Beach. 

 
3. South Mesa – The South Mesa area is approximately 83 acres in size and is 

developed primarily with single family homes.  A small commercial area, 
anchored by a Irvine Ranch Market, is located within the South Mesa area 
at the southwest corner of Mesa Drive and Irvine Boulevard.  Over 79 
percent of the registered voters within South Mesa protested LAFCO’s 
approval of an annexation attempt by the City of Costa Mesa in 2002.  The 
protest terminated the City’s annexation proceedings for this area.  
Residents continue to strongly support annexation to the City of Newport 
Beach. 

 
4. Banning Ranch - The Banning Ranch property consists of approximately 

412 undeveloped acres.  Approximately 357 acres (87 percent) are 
unincorporated, and 55 acres (13 percent) are located within the City of 
Newport Beach.  The property is generally located immediately east of the 
Santa Ana River, north of Pacific Coast Highway, and south and west of 
the Cities of Costa Mesa and Newport Beach.  Banning Ranch is located in 
the Newport Beach sphere of influence and is surrounded on the west, 
north, and northwest by a one-foot strip of Newport Beach.  Potential 
access the site is possible from both Newport Beach and Costa Mesa. 

 
In October 1950, three years prior to the incorporation of the City of Costa Mesa 
and 13 years prior to the formation of LAFCOs, a one-foot strip of property was 
annexed to the City of Newport Beach surrounding the Banning Ranch property 
on the west, north and northeast.  Slightly less than two miles in length (9,841 
feet), the 12-inch wide strip of Newport Beach effectively eliminates the City of 
Costa Mesa from ever annexing any portion of the Banning Ranch because it cuts 
off all contiguity to the City by one foot.   In 1957, the State Legislature banned all 
strip annexations.  Six years later, LAFCOs were formed to oversee city and 
district annexations throughout California and to ensure that boundaries were 
formed in a logical manner.  LAFCO placed the Banning Ranch property in the 
Newport Beach sphere of influence in 1973.   
 
Laying a Foundation for a Comprehensive Solution:  Banning Ranch 
If the Commission supports Newport Beach’s request to approve the annexation 
of WSAH to the City of Newport Beach, it provides an additional opportunity for 
LAFCO to proactively address another long-standing boundary issue between 
Costa Mesa and Newport Beach:  Banning Ranch.  Government Code Section 
56885.5 gives LAFCOs the authority to link one change of organization with 
another.  Specifically, Government Code Section 56885.5 (a) states that 
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Commission approval of any change of organization or reorganization may be 
made conditional upon the completion of proceedings for another change of 
organization or reorganization.  
 
Currently undeveloped, 412-acre Banning Ranch has been used for oil extraction 
purposes over the last 75 years.  The ultimate use of the Banning Ranch property 
is yet to be determined – the County of Orange General Plan designates the 
majority of the property for open space uses.  Because of the site’s native habitat 
and resources, some would like to see the property preserved as permanent open 
space. The property owner of Banning Ranch is currently exploring development 
options for the property through the City of Newport Beach. One potential 
alternative under consideration is development of a portion of the site with 
residential uses, limited retail commercial uses and a small hotel.  The 
northeastern portion of Banning Ranch is located immediately adjacent to the 
City of Costa Mesa’s Westside “revitalization area” and the City’s West 17th and 
West 19th Streets “dead-end” at the Banning Ranch property line.  The City of 
Newport Beach indicates that access to the property, if developed, can also be 
taken through Newport Beach from Pacific Coast Highway (via a yet to be built 
“Bluff Road”), 16th Street, 15th Street and Ticonderoga.    
 
The Commission can approve the WSAH annexation to the City of Newport 
Beach contingent upon the City detaching an approximately 2,380 foot (less than 
.5 mile) portion of the one-foot strip which currently separates the northeasterly 
portion of Banning Ranch from the City of Costa Mesa (see Exhibit B on page 7 of 
this report).   Detachment of a portion of the one-foot strip does not necessarily 
preclude the City of Newport Beach from annexing the entirety of Banning 
Ranch in the future.  This action would, however, allow LAFCO,  the landowner, 
the City of Newport Beach and the City of Costa Mesa to engage in meaningful 
discussions regarding long-term service delivery and governance for Banning 
Ranch.   
 
Conditioning the annexation of WSAH to Newport Beach in this way provides 
the Commission with a unique opportunity to:  (1) identify the full range of 
service options and providers available for Banning Ranch; and, (2) proactively 
work with both the City of Costa Mesa and the City of Newport Beach to 
comprehensively address all outstanding boundary issues between the two 
cities.  To facilitate discussions between the two cities, staff is recommending that 
recordation of the West Santa Ana Heights annexation to the City of Newport 
Beach be contingent upon both detachment of a portion of the one-foot strip and 
the City of Newport Beach and the City of Costa Mesa agreeing to a series of 
professionally facilitated discussions, not to exceed 90 days in length, to 
determine the logical, long-term service provider(s) for Banning Ranch. 
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What is More Important for LAFCO? 
One of the key issues that the Commission must address is:  “What is more 
important for LAFCO?”  If the Commission believes annexing islands and 
improving the level of municipal services for residents is more important, then 
consideration should be given to annexation of West Santa Ana Heights and 
eventually the Santa Ana Country Club and South Mesa area to the City of 
Newport Beach.   While this would help to resolve the two cities’ long-standing 
boundary issues, the boundaries would not respect the long-established sphere 
of influence boundaries that were developed jointly by both city councils. If, on 
the other hand, LAFCO believes that respecting the existing city spheres, which 
were jointly developed over 30 years by both cities and provide for a logical 
boundary between Newport Beach and Costa Mesa along Irvine/Tustin 
Avenues, then West Santa Ana Heights, the Santa Ana County Club and the 
South Mesa areas should be eventually annexed to the City of Costa Mesa.   
However, it is likely that registered voters and landowners in all three areas will 
strongly protest any attempt by Costa Mesa to annex. 
 
Exhibit B – Banning Ranch - Proposed Detachment Area of One-Foot Strip 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The City of Newport Beach completed and determined that the proposed sphere 
of influence amendment and annexation of West Santa Ana Heights would not 
have significant effect on the environment as determined by CEQA.  
Accordingly, a draft Negative Declaration (Attachment 1) was prepared and 
noticed in accordance with existing guidelines for implementing CEQA.  No 
comments on the draft Negative Declaration have been received.   
 
LETTERS OF COMMENT 
Three letters of comment (Attachments 2 through 4) were received by staff and 
are summarized below: 
 
City of Costa Mesa:  The City’s comment letter (Attachment 2) references the City 
Council’s action of March 7, 2006 in which the City stated it would oppose the 
annexation of West Santa Ana Heights unless the boundary between Newport 
Beach and Costa Mesa is established as the “centerline” of Santa Ana Avenue 
and Mesa Drive adjacent to West Santa Ana Heights.  The letter additionally 
states that the City of Costa Mesa continues to oppose any change in the existing 
sphere of influence for the Santa Ana Country Club and the South Mesa area. 
 
John Wayne Airport:  The JWA comment letter (Attachment 3) expresses concern 
regarding the proposed annexation boundary extending into a portion of the 
Newport Beach Golf Course which also serves as part of the JWA Runway 
Protection Zone.  Staff has been in contact with both JWA and the City of 
Newport Beach regarding this issue.  The City has agreed to modify the 
annexation boundary so that the entire golf course area remains within the 
unincorporated area.  Terms and conditions have been included in the adopting 
resolution which requires the City of Newport Beach to prepare a modified map 
and legal description addressing this issue prior to recordation of the WSAH 
annexation. 
 
County of Orange:  The County of Orange comment letter (Attachment 4) 
identifies proposed conditions which address transfer of ownership and 
maintenance of certain local facilities from the County to the City upon 
annexation.  Terms and conditions have been included in the draft adopting 
resolution which addresses these items. 
 
ALTERNATIVE COMMISSION ACTIONS 
There are number of alternative actions regarding the City of Newport Beach’s 
annexation/sphere request for West Santa Ana Heights for the Commission to 
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consider.  Key options are summarized below, followed by staff comments on 
each alternative. 
 
Options: 
 

1. Deny the City’s reorganization and sphere amendment request for West Santa 
Ana Heights.  This option respects the existing sphere of influence 
boundaries that have been in effect for Newport Beach and Costa Mesa 
since 1973.  This option, if selected by the Commission, will likely result in 
West Santa Ana Heights remaining an unincorporated island for the 
foreseeable future. 

 
2. Approve the City’s reorganization and sphere amendment request for West Santa 

Ana Heights.  This alternative respects the desire of West Santa Ana 
Heights residents to become part of the City of Newport Beach, 
significantly reduces the size of a large unincorporated island, and will 
likely enhance the level of services to WSAH residents.   

 
3. Approve the City’s annexation and sphere amendment request for West Santa 

Ana Heights but make approval contingent (as permitted under Government 
Code Section 56885.5) on the City of Newport Beach detaching a portion of the 
Banning Ranch “strip” and entering into a series of professionally facilitated 
discussions with LAFCO and the City of Costa Mesa regarding long-term service 
provision to Banning Ranch.    This option provides for the benefits of 
Option 2, above, but also has the potential to comprehensively address the 
remaining boundary and service issues between the Cities of Costa Mesa 
and Newport Beach. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission: 
 

1. Certify that the information contained in the City of Newport Beach’s 
Negative Declaration (Attachment 1) prepared for this project has been 
reviewed and considered. 

 
2. Adopt the Statement of Determinations as required by Government Code 

Section 56425 (Attachment 5) 
 
3. Adopt the resolution (Attachment 6) approving the proposed West Santa 

Heights Reorganization (RO 06-25) for the City of Newport Beach.  The 
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resolution approves: (1) a sphere of influence change for West Santa Ana 
Heights from the City of Costa Mesa to the City of Newport Beach; and (2) 
the annexation of West Santa Ana Heights to the City of Newport Beach. 
 
The resolution includes terms and conditions which preclude recordation 
of the annexation until:  (1) the City of Newport Beach files a complete 
application with LAFCO for detachment of approximately 2,380 feet of 
territory (as shown on Exhibit B of this report) no later than September 1, 
2006, and (2) the City of Newport Beach and the City of Costa Mesa agree 
to participate in a series of professionally facilitated discussions, not to 
exceed 90 days in length, to determine the logical, long-term service 
provider(s) for Banning Ranch. 
 

 
4. Set a 30-day period of protest. 
  

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
__________________________    ______________________ 
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE     BOB ALDRICH 
 
 
 
 
Exhibits (contained within staff report) 
 
A. Location Map 
B. Banning Ranch Map 
 
Attachments 
 
1. Negative Declaration (City of Newport Beach) 
2. Comment Letter – City of Costa Mesa 
3. Comment Letter – John Wayne Airport 
4. Comment Letter – County of Orange 
5. Statement of Determinations 
6. Adopting Resolution 
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Statement of Determinations 
West Santa Ana Heights Sphere of Influence 

 
 

Present and Planned Land Uses for the Area 
West Santa Ana Heights includes a variety of land uses including single family and 
attached residential uses, convalescent care facilities, horticultural nurseries and an area 
zoned for animal kennels.  The area is within the Santa Ana Heights (SAH) 
Redevelopment Project area.  The SAH Redevelopment Project area also includes East 
Santa Ana Heights which is located within the City of Newport Beach. 
 
 
Present and Probable Need for Public Facilities and Services 
West Santa Ana Heights, approximately 83 acres in size, is largely built out.  Limited 
growth is expected to occur over the next 20 years.  Although some areas within WSAH 
require road and flood protection improvements, because of limited growth opportunities, 
the extension of City infrastructure and services is expected to be minimal. 
 
 
Present Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public Services 
The City of Newport Beach is a full service city and has adequate funding and capacity to 
extend municipal services to West Santa Ana Heights. 
 
 
Social and Economic Communities of Interest 
West Santa Ana Heights has social, geographic, and governmental ties to East Santa Ana 
Heights.  East Santa Ana Heights was annexed to the City of Newport Beach in 2003.  
The two communities share borders, a redevelopment project area, and impacts from 
John Wayne Airport.  Both communities also participate in a Project Area Committee 
(PAC) which advises the County of Orange on redevelopment issues affecting both West 
and East Santa Ana Heights. 
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RO 06-25 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

OF ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

 MAKING DETERMINATIONS AND APPROVING 

A SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT AND CONCURRENT ANNEXATION OF 

WEST SANTA ANA HEIGHTS TO THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH 

July 12, 2006 

 

On motion of Commissioner ______________, duly seconded and carried, the following 

resolution was adopted: 

WHEREAS, the proposed reorganization to the City of Newport Beach, designated as “West 

Santa Ana Heights Reorganization to the City of Newport Beach (RO 06-25)” was heretofore filed and 

accepted for filing on __________________________ by the Executive Officer of this Local Agency 

Formation Commission pursuant to Title 5, Division 3, commencing with Section 56000 et seq of the 

Government Code; and 

 WHEREAS, in addition to the proposed annexation of West Santa Ana Heights, the 

reorganization also includes a sphere of influence change for the subject territory from the City of 

Newport Beach to the City of Costa Mesa; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56658, set  July 12, 

2006 as the hearing date of this proposal; and  

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer, pursuant to Government Code Section 56665, has reviewed 

this proposal and prepared a report including her recommendation thereon, and has furnished a copy of 

this report to each person entitled to a copy; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission on July 12, 2006 considered the proposal and the report of the 

Executive Officer, and considered the factors determined by the Commission to be relevant to this 

proposal, including, but not limited to, factors specified in Government Code Section 56668; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission called for and held a public hearing on the proposal on July 12, 

2006, and at the hearing, this Commission heard and received all oral and written protests, objections and 
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evidence which were made, presented or filed, and all persons present were given an opportunity to hear 

and be heard with respect to this proposal and the report of the Executive Officer; and 

WHEREAS, this Commission has fulfilled its obligations as a responsible agency as defined by 

the California Environmental Quality Act and has reviewed and considered the Negative Declaration 

adopted by the City of Newport Beach, and has made findings pursuant to Sections 15096(g)(2) and 

15096(h) of the State CEQA Guidelines; and 

  

 NOW, THEREFORE, the Local Agency Formation Commission of the County of Orange 

based on the findings, discussion and conclusions set forth in the Executive Officer’s report, which is 

incorporated herein by this reference, DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE and ORDER as 

follows: 

Section 1. Environmental Action: 

   a) LAFCO, as a responsible agency, has reviewed and considered the Negative 

Declaration prepared by the City of Newport Beach which determined that the 

sphere of influence amendment and annexation of West Santa Ana Heights would 

not have a significant effect on the environment as determined by CEQA. 

 

Section 2: Determinations: 

  a) The Commission hereby approves the West Santa Ana Heights Reorganization 

(CA 06-25), including a sphere of influence amendment for West Santa Ana 

Heights from the City of Costa Mesa  to the City of Newport Beach and a 

concurrent annexation of West Santa Ana Heights to the City of Newport Beach 

as shown on “Exhibit A.” 

 b) The Commission has adopted the accompanying Statement of Determinations, 

shown as “Exhibit B.” 

 

Section 3. The proposal is approved subject to the following terms and conditions: 

  a) Payment by the applicant of Recorder and State Board of Equalization fees. 
 

b) Upon the effective date of annexation, the City shall accept the County Master 
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Plan of Drainage (MPD) that is in effect for the annexation area.  County of 

Orange Resources and Development Management Department, Planning & 

Development Services/Subdivision & Infrastructures, should be contacted to 

provide any MPD which may be in effect in the annexation area.  Deviations 

from the MPD shall be submitted to the Manager of the Flood Control 

Division, County of Orange, Resources and Management Department, for 

review to ensure that such deviations will not result in diversion between 

watersheds and/or will not result in adverse impacts to OCFCD’s flood control 

facilities.  

c) Upon the effective date of annexation, the City shall be responsible for the 

administration of floodplain zoning and Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (FEMA) floodplain regulations within the annexation area. 

d) Upon the effective date of annexation, the City shall coordinate development 

within the annexation area that is adjacent to any existing flood control 

facilities for which OCFCD has a recorded flood control easement or owns fee 

interest, by submitting plans and specifications to the Manager of the Flood 

Control Division, County of Orange, Resources and Development Management 

Department, for review and comment.  If such facilities are in need of 

improvement to provide the required flood control and/or erosion protection for 

the development, the City shall require the developer to enter into an 

agreement with OCFCD for the design, review, construction, acceptance and 

maintenance of such necessary flood control improvements.  

e) Upon the effective date of annexation, the City shall require developers of 

development proposals, which are adjacent to regional drainage course which 

are not owned or maintained by OCFCD but are in need of improvement to 

provide the required flood control and/or erosion protection for the 

development, to enter into an agreement with OCFCD for the design, review, 

construction, acceptance, and maintenance of proposed regional flood control 

facilities. 

f) Upon the effective date of annexation, all right, title and interest of the County, 
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including the underlying fee title where owned by the County in an any and all 

sidewalks, trails, landscaped areas, open space, street lights, signals, storm 

drains, water quality treatment basins and/or structures, and water quality 

treatment basins or systems serving roadways and bridges shall vest in the 

City, except for those properties to be retained by the County specifically listed 

by these conditions. 

g) Upon the effective date of annexation, the City shall be the owner of all of the 

following property owned by the County: public roads, adjacent slopes, street 

lights, traffic signals, mitigation sites that have or have not been accepted by 

regulatory agencies but exist or are located in public right-of-way and were 

constructed or installed as part of a road construction project within the 

annexed area, and storm drains within street right-of-way and any appurtenant 

slopes, medians and adjacent property.  City shall be responsible for the 

ongoing mitigation, but not the ownership of, mitigations sites that were 

installed on other County property, such as flood control and/or Harbors, 

Beaches and Parks property that were installed as a condition of road 

construction projects in association with the road projects in the annexed area 

and the mitigation site that is annexed to the City. 

h) Prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Completion by the Executive Officer, 

the City shall agree to continue to participate in the San Joaquin Hills 

Transportation Corridor Fee Program, including collecting fees as required by 

the fee program and depositing said fees together with earned interest on a 

quarterly basis with the Transportation Corridor Agency (San Joaquin Hills). 

  i) The City shall defend, hold harmless and indemnify LAFCO and/or its agents, 

officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against LAFCO 

and/or its agents, officers and employees to attach, set aside, void or annul 

approval of LAFCO concerning this proposal or any action relating to or 

arising out of such approval. 

  j) Prior to recordation of the annexation, the City of Newport Beach shall submit 

to the Executive Officer an amended map and legal description, approved by 
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the County Surveyor, which excludes the entire John Wayne Airport Runway 

Protection Zone (RPZ) from the annexation territory. 

  k) Prior to recordation of the annexation, but no later than September 1, 2006, the 

City of Newport Beach shall file a complete application with LAFCO for the 

detachment of approximately 2,380 feet of a one-foot wide strip of City 

property (as shown on “Exhibit C”). 

  l) Prior to recordation of the annexation, but no later than September 1, 2006, the 

City of Newport Beach and the City of Costa Mesa shall provide written 

confirmation to the Executive Officer that each city will participate in a series 

of professionally facilitated discussions, not to exceed 90 days in length, to 

determine the logical, long-term service provider(s) for Banning Ranch. 

  m) The effective date of the annexation shall be the date of recordation. 

 

Section 3. The annexing area is found to be inhabited, is within the County of Orange, and is 

assigned the following distinctive short-form designation: “West Santa Heights 

Reorganization to the City of Newport Beach (RO 06-25). 

 

Section 4. The Executive Officer is hereby authorized and directed to mail certified copies of 

this resolution as provided in Section 56882 of the Government Code. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AYES:   

 

NOES:   
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 

) SS. 

COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 

 

I, Robert Bouer, Chair of the Local Agency Formation Commission of Orange County, California, 

hereby certify that the above and foregoing resolution was duly and regularly adopted by said 

Commission at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 12th day of July, 2006. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this 12th day of July 2006. 

                                                ROBERT BOUER 
Chair of the Orange County 
Local Agency Formation Commission  

 
 
 

By:       
 Robert Bouer 
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July 12, 2006 
 
 
TO:  Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM: Executive Officer 
  Assistant Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Proposed Banning Ranch Sphere of Influence Amendment  
  (SOI 06-20) 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
APPLICANT: 
City of Costa Mesa, by City Council resolution. 
 
PROPOSAL: 
The City of Costa Mesa is requesting a sphere of influence amendment for 
465 acres of unincorporated territory which comprises a portion of 
Banning Ranch.  The territory is currently within the City of Newport 
Beach sphere of influence.  Banning Ranch is located between the Cities of 
Costa Mesa and Newport Beach, east of the Santa Ana River, south of 19th 
Street, and north of Pacific Coast Highway. (See Exhibit A on page 6 of 
this report.)  The property is currently separated from the City of Costa 
Mesa on the west, north and northeast by a one-foot wide strip of 
property that was annexed to the City of Newport Beach in 1950.  The 
request would change the territory’s sphere from the City of Newport 
Beach to the City of Costa Mesa. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Currently undeveloped, Banning Ranch has been used for oil extraction 
purposes over the last 75 years.  The ultimate use of the Banning Ranch 
property is yet to be determined – the property owner of Banning Ranch, 
Newport Banning LLC, is currently exploring development options for 
the property through the City of Newport Beach. One potential alternative 
under consideration is development of a portion of the site with 
residential uses, limited retail commercial uses and a small hotel.   
 
 
 



July 12, 2006 
RE:  Banning Ranch SOI 
Page 2 of 7 
 

 

 
 

The northeastern portion of Banning Ranch is located immediately adjacent to the City 
of Costa Mesa’s Westside “revitalization area” and the City’s West 17th and West 19th 
Streets “dead-end” at the Banning Ranch property line.  The City of Costa Mesa’s 
application indicates the following primary reasons for their sphere of influence 
amendment request: 

 
• Primary vehicle access to Banning Ranch will be through City of Costa Mesa 

streets and neighborhoods, specifically West 17th and West 18th Streets. 

• City of Costa Mesa municipal services, including police and fire, can be logically 
extended to Banning Ranch from the City’s existing street network and 
neighborhoods. 

• The City of Costa Mesa will ensure adoption of land use planning goals and 
implementation measures for Banning Ranch that are consistent with the City’s 
current Westside revitalization strategies. 
 

ANALYSIS: 
The 1950 “strip annexation” to the City of Newport Beach has prevented LAFCO from 
seriously considering long-term municipal service provision for Banning Ranch from 
any agency other than the City of Newport Beach.   To date, this situation has not been 
problematic because the property has remained undeveloped and in oil production for 
the past 75 years.  Public access to the site is restricted and few municipal services have 
been required to serve the property. 

 
However, that situation may be changing.  Given the site’s coastal location and ocean 
views, combined with the County’s continuing demand for new housing, the current 
property owner is now exploring development opportunities for the site.  If the site 
develops, municipal services must be extended to serve new residents and/or 
businesses.  Because the property is located between both cities, it is unclear which city 
could provide services most efficiently and cost effectively.    
 
One- Foot Strip Limits Options 
With the approximately 9,841-foot long (slightly less than two miles), one-foot wide 
strip of Newport Beach in place, however, approving the City of Costa Mesa’s request 
cannot lead to eventual annexation of the property to either Costa Mesa or Newport 
Beach for the following reasons: 
 

• If the Commission places the property in the Costa Mesa SOI, the one-foot strip 
of Newport Beach prevents annexation to Costa Mesa because the property is 
non-contiguous.  State law (Government Code Section 56742) precludes a city 
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from annexing non-contiguous territory unless the property is owned by the city 
and used for municipal purposes.   

 
• Annexation of Banning Ranch to the City of Newport Beach is also precluded if 

the Commission places the property in the Costa Mesa SOI.  Annexation to a city 
first requires that the property be located within that city’s SOI.  The City of 
Newport Beach cannot annex territory located in the Costa Mesa sphere. 

 
One option to allow for meaningful discussion between all parties on service provision 
to Banning Ranch is for the City of Newport Beach to detach approximately 2,380 feet 
(less .5 mile)  of the  one-foot strip as shown on Exhibit B on page 7 of this report.  The 
detachment, recommended by staff as condition of approval on the City of Newport 
Beach’s request to annex West Santa Ana Heights (also being considered by your 
Commission today),would allow all parties to identify the full range of service options 
and service providers available for Banning Ranch. 
 
ALTERNATIVE COMMISSION ACTIONS 
There are several options available for the Commission to consider when evaluating the 
City of Costa Mesa’s request for a sphere change for Banning Ranch.  Key options are 
summarized below, followed by staff comments on each alternative. 
 

Options: 
 

1. Approve the City of Costa Mesa’s sphere of influence amendment request   
 for Banning Ranch, changing the territory’s SOI from Newport Beach to   
 Costa Mesa.  This option would preclude annexation of Banning   
 Ranch to either Costa Mesa (property is non-contiguous to the City)  
 or to Newport Beach (property must be in city’s sphere to be   
 annexed). 
 
2. Deny the City of Costa Mesa’s sphere of influence amendment request for   
 Banning Ranch.  This option respects the existing sphere of influence  
 boundary for Banning Ranch that has been in existence for 30 years   
 and allows for eventual annexation of the property to the City of   
 Newport Beach. 
 
3. Deny the Costa Mesa’s sphere of influence amendment request for    
 Banning Ranch, and place the Banning Ranch territory in a LAFCO   
 sphere of influence “study area.”   This alternative  postpones any   
 decision on a sphere of influence change in Banning Ranch pending  
 future discussions by LAFCO, the landowner, the City of Newport   
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 Beach and the City of Costa Mesa regarding long-term service   
 delivery for Banning Ranch.   

  
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The City of Costa Mesa, as lead agency, has determined that the proposed annexation is 
categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  A copy 
of the City’s environmental determination is included as Attachment 1 for the 
Commission’s review. 

 
LETTERS OF COMMENT 
Four letters of comment (Attachments 2 through 5) were received by staff and are 
summarized below: 

 
City of Newport Beach:  The City of Newport Beach comment letter (Attachment 2) 
opposes the sphere of influence change for Banning Ranch.  The letter references the 
one-foot strip of incorporated Newport Beach that surrounds portions of Banning 
Ranch and discusses efforts in the City’s existing and proposed General Plan to 
identify land use designations for Banning Ranch.  The letter also cites the ability of 
the City to provide both access and municipal services to the territory. 

 
City of Costa Mesa:  The City of Costa Mesa, in response to the City of Newport 
Beach’s comment letter (referenced above), indicates that the one-foot strip of 
Newport Beach should not preclude LAFCO from considering an extension of Costa 
Mesa’s municipal services to Banning Ranch.  The City supports a “partial” 
detachment of the 1-foot strip that would allow existing development to remain in 
Newport Beach, cites vehicular access opportunities to Banning Ranch from the City 
as well as an array of nearby municipal services.  The City’s comment letter is 
included as Attachment 3. 

 
Newport Banning LLC:  As “surface owners” of Banning Ranch, Newport Banning 
LLC states in their comment letter (Attachment 4) that detailed planning work for 
the Banning Ranch property has only recently begun.  The letter indicates that 
Newport Banning LLC has been working with the City of Newport Beach as the 
City continues work on its 20-year General Plan update, but would like to have an 
opportunity to explore all options for provision of public services to their property. 

 
Mesa Consolidated Water District:  Mesa’s comment letter (Attachment 5) indicates 
that the district has adequate water transmission and distribution pipelines adjacent 
to Banning Ranch that can serve the area. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission: 

 
1.   Certify that the Commission has reviewed and considered the information 

contained within the City of Costa Mesa’s environmental determination as 
described in Attachment 1. 
 

2. Deny the City of Costa Mesa’s sphere of influence amendment request at this 
time, and place the Banning Ranch territory into a LAFCO sphere of influence 
“study area” pending completion of facilitated discussions between LAFCO and 
the Cities of Costa Mesa and Newport Beach.  
 

 
  
 
_______________________     _____________________ 
JOYCE CROSTHWAITE     BOB ALDRICH 

 
 
 
 
 
Exhibits: 
 
A. Banning Ranch Location Map 
B. Banning Ranch – Proposed Detachment Area 
 
Attachments: 
 
1. Categorical Exemption (Costa Mesa) 
2. Comment Letter – City of Newport Beach 
3. Comment Letter – City of Costa Mesa 
4. Comment Letter – Newport Banning LLC 
5. Comment Letter – Mesa Consolidated Water District 
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Exhibit A – Banning Ranch Location Map 
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Exhibit B – Proposed Detachment of 1-foot Segment of Newport Beach 
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July 12, 2006 
 
 
TO:  Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM: Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Update to 2006 Work Plan 
 
Each year in January the Commission adopts a Strategic Plan and a work 
plan for the upcoming year.  To help the Commission and staff monitor 
the work program, staff returns after six-months with an update.   The 
attached report summarizes progress made toward the 2006 goals. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Commission: 
 
1. Receive and file the attached “2006 Strategic Plan Mid-Year 

Update”.” 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
      
Joyce Crosthwaite 
 
Attachments: 
1. 2006 Work Plan Update 
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The Commission held its ninth annual Strategic Planning Session on January 27, 2006. 
As part of that strategic planning process, the Orange County LAFCO directed staff to 
return in June for a mid-year assessment of its 2006 annual work plan. 

LAFCO’s MISSION STATEMENT 

The mission statement adopted by Orange County LAFCO in 2005 is:  

LAFCO serves the citizens of Orange County by facilitating constructive changes in 
governmental structure and boundaries through special studies, programs, and actions 
that resolve intergovernmental issues, by fostering orderly development and governance, 
and by promoting the efficient delivery of services. LAFCO also serves as a resource for 
local governments and citizens by providing a structure for sharing information among 
stakeholders in Orange County. 

Revised Annual Work Plan 

The following is a revised Work Plan for 2006.   Items that have been completed or that 
are in progress are shaded.  Items added are underlined.  

REVISED 2006 WORK PLAN 

Spheres of Influence 
(2006) 

Projects Month Started Month of Hearing Notes 

South County MSR/SOI January 2005 March  2006 
MSR and SOI completed; staff providing 

quarterly updates regarding future governance of 
Rancho Mission Viejo area 

Cities of Los Alamitos and 
Seal Beach and Los 
Alamitos Rossmoor CSD,  

January 2006 July 2006 Completion of MSR/sphere that began in 2004. 

City of Yorba Linda and 
Yorba Linda Water District 
MSR/SOI 

November 2005 May 2006 Completed 
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Municipal Service Reviews/Spheres of Influence 
(2006) 

Projects Month Started Month of Hearing Notes 
Central Orange County 
MSR/SOI—Cities of 
Westminster, Garden 
Grove, Anaheim, Fountain 
Valley, Santa Ana, and 
Stanton; Midway City and 
Garden Grove Sanitary 
Districts 

February 2006 November 2006 In progress; first stakeholder meeting held May  

Cities of Costa Mesa and 
Newport Beach MSR November 2006 July 2007 July 2007 Commission meeting 

Orange County Water 
District MSR/SOI and 
possible annexations 

April 2006 December 2006 Draft MSR report completed; stakeholder 
process to begin July/August 2007 

Municipal Water District 
of Orange County 
MSR/SOI 

June 2006 December 2006 Will begin August 2007 

Harbors, Beaches, and 
Parks County Service 
Area (CSA) #26 

January 2006 February 2006 Completed 

 

Reorganizations/Annexations 
(2006) 

Projects Month Started Month of Hearing Notes 
Fullerton Detachment 
from Buena Park Library 
District 

April 2006 August 2006  

Planning Area 5B/9B 
Annexation (City of Irvine) June 2006 December 2006 Completed 

Reorganization of Irvine 
Ranch Water District and 
Santiago County Water 
District 

March 2006 June 2006 Completed 

Continue Audits of 
Previous LAFCO 
Approvals 

 Ongoing  
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Island Annexations 
(2006) 

Projects Month Started Month of Hearing Notes 
Placentia February 2006 November 2006 LAFCO staff working with City 
La Habra March  2006 December 2006 Expect application from City in fall of 2006 

San Juan Capistrano February 2006 December 2006 Expect application from City in summer of 2006 
 

Administrative Functions 
(2006) 

Projects Month Started Month of Hearing Notes 
Policies and Procedures 
Update Ongoing February 2006 Completed 

Convene group to revise 
definitions of “developed” 
areas as contained in 
Master Property Tax 
Agreement. 

January 2006 December 2006  

Continue update of GIS 
system; training of all 
staff completed 

January 2006 December 2006 On-going 

Institute cafeteria plan for 
benefits January 2006 March 2006 In progress 

Fee Schedule Revision November 2004 April 2005 Annual update in preparation for budget 

FY 04-05 Annual Audit January 2006 February 2006 Completed 
Discussions with adjacent 
LAFCOs regarding 
staffing 

Ongoing Ongoing Completed 

Plan/Coordinate Spring 
2007 CALAFCO Workshop May 2006 Ongoing  

 

Outreach & Education 
(2006) 

Projects Month Started Month of Hearing Notes 

LAFCO 101 Workshops Ongoing As requested Hold necessary LAFCO 101 workshops for city 
councils and district board members. 

OCLS Ongoing January 2006 Work with other agencies on OCLS. 
Mediation/Facilitation 
Training January 2006 January 2007 Completed. 

Legislative Outreach Ongoing  Continue to meet with legislators and field staff. 
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DATE: July 12, 2006 
 
TO: Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
FROM: Executive Officer 
 
SUBJECT: CALAFCO Annual Conference 2006 
 
This year’s CALAFCO Annual Conference will convene at the Westin 
Horton Plaza Hotel in San Diego from September 5 through September 7, 
2006. Please note, the day pattern has changed from years past. While the 
conference typically runs Wednesday through Friday, this year’s 
conference convenes Tuesday and adjourns Thursday. 
 
Communications Analyst Danielle Ball will coordinate registration. The 
details are attached. If you have not already done so, please RSVP to her at 
your earliest convenience, responding to the following questions: 
 

 Will you bring a guest to the conference? ($150 fee to be paid by 
registrant, includes Tuesday night reception/beer tasting and 
Wednesday night banquet) 

 Will you attend the mobile conference? (9 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. on 
Tuesday morning, prior to the conference kick-off. Requires 
advanced registration.) 

 What is your dinner selection for Wednesday night’s banquet? (You 
have a choice of a grilled NY steak in Pinot Noir sauce, roasted 
chicken and grilled garlic shrimp, or roasted vegetable napoleon) 

 Will you attend the League of California Cities EXPO on Thursday 
afternoon after the close of conference? ($45 fee to be paid by 
registrant) 

 
One final consideration, CALAFCO will be acknowledged at the San 
Diego Padre’s baseball game against the Colorado Rockies on Tuesday 
evening, September 5. If you are interested in attending the game with 
your fellow commissioners, available tickets range in price from about $15 
to $50 (depending on location). Please coordinate with Danielle, who will 
collect money and purchase a block of tickets for our group. 
 
Attachment 


















